vivARium 


A JOURNAL FOR MEDIAEVAL PHILOSOPHY AND 
THE INTELLECTUAL LIFE OF THE MIDDLE AGES 
REVUE CONSACRtE A LA PHILOSOPHIE M£Dl£VALE ET 
A LA VIE INTELLECTUELLE DU MOYEN AGE 
ZEITSCHR1FT FUR PHILOSOPHIE UND GEISTES LEBEN 
IM M1TTELALTER 


VOLUME 7, 1969 


crrxrm 



VAN GORCUM - ASSEN - NETHERLANDS 


BZI 

SWETS & ZEITLINGER B.V. 

LISSE — THE NETHERLANDS — 1985 













VIVARIUm 


A JOURNAL FOR MEDIAEVAL PHILOSOPHY AND 
THE INTELLECTUAL LIFE OF THE MIDDLE AGES 
REVUE CONSACRI:E A LA PHILOSOPHIE M£Dl£VALE ET 
A LA VIE INTELLECTUELLE DU MOYEN AGE 
ZF.ITSCHRlFT FUR PHILOSOPHIE UND GEISTES LEBEN 
IM M1TTELALTER 


VOLUME 7, 1969 


crrhm 



VAN GORCUM - ASSEN - NETHERLANDS 


Reprinted with permission of 
Van Gorcum, Assen by 

SWETS & ZEITLINGER B.V. 

LISSE — 1985 



vivARium 


EDITORS 

PUBLISHERS 

SUBSCRIPTION 
SINGLE COPIES 
PUBLISHED 


A JOURNAL FOR MEDIAEVAL PHILOSOPHY AND 
THE INTELLECTUAL LIFE OF THE MIDDLE AGES 

C. J. de Vogel, (Utrecht) - L. M. de Rijk, (Nijmegen) - J. Engels, 
(Utrecht). 

Secretary of the Editorial Board: Prof. L. M. de Rijk, Sophiaweg 73, 
Nijmegen, The Netherlands. 

Royal VanGorcum Ltd., (Dr. H. J. Prakke & H. M. G. Prakke) 
Assen, The Netherlands. 

Per annum: HH. 20,— ($. £,7£/£. 2 .) 

Hfl. 1 2.£0 ($. 3,7f/£ 1.6f) 

Twice yearly, May and November; each number ca 80 pages. 

Contributions submitted to vivarium should be written preferably 
in English, French or German. The manuscripts should be type¬ 
written and double spaced, except for long quotations and foot¬ 
notes. Adequate margins (ij inch) should be left at each edge 
of the sheet. Footnotes should be numbered continuously through¬ 
out each article. They may be placed either at the foot of the page 
or at the end of the text. 



CONTENTS OF VOLUME VII 


ROGER E. 

REYNOLDS 

Ottawa 

L. M. DE RIJK 
Nijmegen 

J. ENGELS 
Utrecht 

J. ENGELS 
Utrecht 

STANLEY B. 
CUNNINGHAM 
Windsor , Ontario 

L. M. D E * RIJ K 
Nijmegen 

REVIEWS . . 


Further Evidence for the Irish Origin of Honorius 
Augustodunensis . i 


On The Genuine Text of Peter of Spain's Summqle 
logicales III. 8 

La Lettre-dedicace de Bersuire a Pierre des Pres ... 62 


Note Complementaire sur les Manuscrits Berchoriens 
Wor Chester . 73 

Albertus Magnus and The Problem of Moral Virtue 81 


On The Genuine Text of Peter of Spain's Summule 
logicales IV.120 

.79 


BOOKS RECEIVED 


79, 163 









Further Evidence for the Irish Origin of 
Honorius Augustodunensis 

ROGER E. REYNOLDS 


T he best known but most enigmatic twelfth-century pupil of Anselm 
of Canterbury was Honorius Augustodunensis. Despite the immensity 
of his literary corpus and its almost immediate popularity, this 
disciple of Anselm chose to shroud the geographical connections in his 
life with the mysterious ‘Augustodunensis/. Since there is no direct 
reference in his writings to Autun, students of early scholasticism 
have for the most part placed the ‘Autun* in quotation marks and 
have sought geographic localities far removed from Autun in which 
to situate Honorius. Among the localities most often mentioned are 
Anselm’s school at Canterbury and the Schottenkloster at Regensburg. 1 

In one of the more recent books in which the career of Honorius 
is treated, Professor R. W. Southern argues that there is no real evidence 
to connect Honorius with either Canterbury or Regensburg. 2 Although 
not denying^ that Honorius may have been at either or both of these 
places, Professor Southern proffers the tantalizing suggestion that 
Honorius may have been the last of the ancient and honorable line of 
wandering scholarmonks of Ireland. In support of his view Professor 
Southern adduces information given him by Professor Aubrey Gwynn 
showing that several of the doctrines found in the works of Honorius 
bear striking resemblance to doctrines found in Irish sources of his time. 
Professor Southern also suggests that further examination may turn up 
other Irishisms. The purpose of this note is to bring to light another 
Irishism in Honorius’ work. 

In one of his shorter tracts, the Sacramentarium sen de causis et 

1 J. A. Endres, Honorius Augustodunensis: Beitrag zur Geschichte des Geistigen Lebens im XII Jahrhundert 
(Kempten and Munich: 1906), 6-15; E. M. Sanford, Honorius, Presbyter and Scholasticus y Speculum, 
23 (1948), 397-425; R. Bauerreiss, Honorius von Canterbury ( Augustodunensis) und Kuno /, der Raiten- 
bucher , Bischof von Regensburg (1126-36), Studien und Mitteilungen zur Geschichte des Benedictiner 
Ordens, 67 (1956), 306-313. See also Appendix y below, p. 7. 

2 R. W. Southern, Saint Anselm and his Biographer (Cambridge: 1963), 215. See also Appendix y below, 
P- 7 . 
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significatu mystico rituum divini in ecclesia officii liber , Honorius presents a 
brief description of the various sacraments. 1 When he arrives at het 
sacrament of orders, he, like many of his contemporary sentence 
collectors, describes the ecclesiastical offices by using excerpts from the 
early medieval Ordinals of Christ, 2 3 4 the writings of Isidore of Seville, 
and the Liber officialis of Amalarius of Metz .3 The Ordinals of Christ, 
which had no established form in the Middle Ages, were brief lists of the 
ecclesiastical grades ordered according to a prearranged sequence with 
events in Christ’s life attached as sanctions. During the early Middle 
Ages the Ordinals, whose origins can be traced to patristic times,* were 
perpetuated and popularized through Irish sources.s 

To the time of Ivo of Chartres (f ca 1117) the two most popular 
forms of the Ordinals of Christ were the “Ancient Hibernian Chronolog¬ 
ical Version,” as found in the famous Bobbio Missal , and the “Hiberno- 
Hispanic Hierarchical Version,” found in the Irish canonical Collectio 
Hibernensis: 


[Ancient Hibernian Chronological 
Version] 

Quando vel comodo inplebet dominus 
septem gradibus in eclesiam. 

Primus gradus letur fuit quando aperuit 
lebrum isage provete et dixit spiritus 
domini supervenit. 

Secundus gradus exurcesta quando eiecet 
septem dimoniam ex maria magdalene. 


[Hibemo-Hispanic Hierarchical Version] 
De gradibus in quibus Christus adfuit. 
Ostiarius fuit, quando aperuit ostia inferni. 


Exorcista quando eiecit septem demonia 
de maria magdalena. 


1 PL 172 : 737-806. According to Endres, op. cit ., 40, only V. Thalhofer in his Handbuch der katho- 
lischen Liturgik (Freiburg: 1883), 72, has denied that Honorius was the author of the Sacramentarium. 

2 PL 172: 759D-760A. 

3 The passage with the incipit, “Ostiarius cum ordinatur ...” and the explicit, “ . . . sed pro 
qualitate operum diversae mansiones” (Cap. xxiv; PL 172: 760A-D) contains extracts from: 
Isidore’s Etymologies (L. VII, c. 12; PL 82: 290-293); perhaps the Ps.-Alcuinian Liber de divinis 
officiis (Cap. xxxvi; PL 101: 1234-1236) or the ‘Bede’ Collectanea (PL 94: 554); Amalarius’ Liber 
ojficialis (L. II, cc. 7-14; J. M. Hanssens, ed., Amalarii Episcopi , Opera Liturgica Omnia y II, Liber 
officialis [Studi e Testi , 139: Vatican: 1948], 215-236); and Honorius’ own Gemma Animae (L. I, 
c. 183; PL 172 : 600). 

4 A. Wilmart, Les ordres du Christ , Revue des sciences religieuses , 3 (1923), 320-327; J. Crehan, 
The Seven Orders of Christy Theological Studies, 19 (1958), 81-93. 

* The sources and development of the Ordinals of Christ have been treated extensively in R. E. 
Reynolds, Sacred Orders in the Early Middle Ages: Shifts in the Theology of the Lower and Higher Ecclesiastical 
Orders from Late Patristic Antiquity Through the Early Middle Ages as Reflected in the Ordinals of Christ and 
Related Literature (Ph. D. Thesis: Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.: 1968), 61-195. 
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Tercius gradus subdiiaconatus quando fecet 
di aquam vinum in galilea. 

Quartus gradus diiacunatus quando lavit 
pedes dixipolurum. 

Quintus gradus presbeteratum quando 
acepit panem et benedixit hac fregit seme- 
leter et calecem benedixit. 

Sextus gradus ostiarios quando dixit tulete 
portas principis vestri et elevamini purte 
purte etemales et introibit rex gloriae. 

Septemus gradus episcopus quando elevavit 
manus super caput dixipolurum suorum et 
benedixit eus. 1 

The Ancient Hibernian Chronological Version was characterized 
by the ordering of the ecclesiastical grades according to the historical 
or scripturally documented sequence in which Christ discharged them. 
The grades in the Hiberno-Hispanic Hierarchical Version - for our 
purposes the more important - were arranged according to the sequence 
in which, at the time of the Ordinal’s composition, clerics ideally or 
actually passed from grade to grade. 3 The most patent difference between 
the two sequences is the position assigned to the hostiarius. In the Ancient 
Hibernian Chronological Version, he is listed immediately before the 
bishop, and ,in the Hiberno-Hispanic Hierarchical Version, he has been 
‘demoted* to his proper hierarchical status. Further, it is important to 
note the relative positions of the exorcist and lector. In the Ancient 
Hibernian Chronological Version the lector precedes the exorcist, 
probably because Christ ‘historically’ fulfilled the grades in that sequence. 
But in the Hiberno-Hispanic Hierarchical Version, the lector follows the 
exorcist. Unlike the Gallican and Roman sequence of lower orders, 
typified in the Statuta ecclesiae antiqua 4 and the interstices texts of the 


Lector quando aperuit librum Esaiae. 

Subdiaconus, quando fecit vinum de aqua 
in cana galileae. 

Diaconus, quando lavit pedes discipulorum. 


Sacerdos, quando accepit panem ac fregit 
et benedixit. 

Episcopus fuit, quando elevavit / tnanus 
suas ad coelum et benedixit apostolis. 2 


1 Paris BN MS Lat. 13246, fol. 2 93r-v. E. A. Lowe, ed., The Bobbio Missal: A Gallican Mass-Book 
(MS Paris Latin 13246) (London: 1920), 178. The “Ancient Hibernian Chronological Version” of 
this note corresponds to Wilmart’s ‘A’ recension. Cf. Wilmart, art. cit ., 311-312. 

2 Collectio Hibernensis , L. VIII, c.l. Die irische Kanonensammlung , ed., H. Wasserschleben, 2nd ed., 
(Leipzig: 188^), 26. The “Hiberno-Hispanic Hierarchical Version” corresponds to Wilmart’s 
‘D’ recension. Cf. Wilmart, art. cit. f 313. 

3 On the distinction between the actual and ideal ecclesiastical cursus honorum , cf. M. Andrieu, 
Les ordres mineurs dans Tancien rit romain , Reveu des sciences religieuses, g (1925), 232-274; and 
M. Andrieu, La carritre ecclesiastique des popes , Revue des sciences religieuses, 21 (1947), 90-120. 

4 Statuta ecclesiae antiqua t cc. 93-98; Ch. Munier, ed., Les Statuta ecclesiae antiqua: Edition-Etudes 
critiques (Paris: i960), 96-99. 


3 



Constitutum Silvestri , 1 the apocryphal Council of 275 Bishops , 2 3 and the Liber 
Pontificalis ,3 the exorcist of the Hiberno-Hispanic Hierarchical Version 
has been placed lower than the lector, the same sequence as is found in 
the works of Isidore. 4 * Given the heavy use of Isidore in the Collectio 
Hibernensis, this hierarchical structure is not surprising, s 

From the seventh to the mid-eleventh century changes of two 
kinds were occurring in the Ordinals of Christ. First, a few dominical 
sanctions and episodes attached to each grade were added. Second, and 
of more importance, there appeared a sequential innovation in the ninth 
century in the Hiberno-Hispanic Hierarchical Version. The position of 
the exorcist and lector was reversed to make them conform to the Galli- 
can or Roman sequence. 6 This new “Hiberno-Gallican Chronological 
Version” together with the older Ancient Hibernian Chronological 
Version and the Hiberno-Hispanic Hierarchical Version were, to the 
time of Ivo, the most popular forms of the Ordinals of Christ. 

With Ivo of Chartres a new battery of dominical sanctions and 
episodes was introduced into the Ordinals of Christ. In Ivo’s De excellentia 
sacrorum ordinum et de vita ordinandorum in synodo habitus 7 these new 
sanctions were attached to the old Romano-Gallican sequence of grades, 
including the acolyte, which Ivo had enumerated and described in his 
systematic discussion of orders. Isolated from the De excellentia the text 
of the Ivonian Ordinal of Christ reads: 


1 PL 8 : 838. 

2 PL 8 : 826. 

3 L. Duchesne, ed., Liber Pontificalis, I (Paris: 1886), 161, 171-172, 190. 

4 In the De ecclesiasticis ojficiis (L. II, cc. io-i£; PL 83 : 790-794), Isidore lists the lower grades 
according to the descending sequence: subdeacon, lector, psalmist, exocist, acolyte, hostiarius. In 
the Etymologies (L. VII, c.xii, 3-32 ; PL 82 : 290-293), Isidore uses two sequences of lower grades. 

In the simple list of grades in L. VII, c.xii, 3, the sequence is: hostiarius , psalmist, lector, exorcist, 
acolyte, subdeacon. In the more extended etymological treatment of the lower orders (L. VII, 
c.xii, 23-32), Isidore returns to the sequence of the De ecclesiasticis ojficiis , with only the exorcist 
and acolyte reversed. Thus in both the De ecclesiasticis ojficiis and the etymological treatment of the 
grades in Etymologies , L. VII, c.xii, 23-32, the ‘Hispanic’ sequence is used in which the exorcist is 
listed in a position hierarchically lower than the lector. On the unusual position of the acolyte in 
Isidore’s works, cf. W. Croce, Die niederen Weihen und ihre hierarchische Wertung , Zeitschrift fiir 
katholische Theologie, 70 (1948), 282T 

s Cf. H. Wasserschleben, op. cit., 3-27. 

6 Cf. Leiden MS Lat. Voss. Q_2 29 in 4 0 , fol. i3ir. See also Appendix , below, p. 7. 

7 PL 162 : $ 13~£ 19. On the Ivonian authorship of this sermon, cf. L. Fischer, Ivo von Chartres , der 
Erneuerer der vita canonica in Frankreich in Festgabe A. Knopfler (Freiburg-i-Br.: 1917), 77; E. Amann 
and L. Guizard, Dictionnaire de theologie catholique, XV, 2 (Paris: 19^0), col. 3633 ; and R. Sprandel, 
Ivo von Chartres und seine Stellung in der Kirchengeschichte (Stuttgart: 1962), 181. 
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[Ivonian Version] 

Haec officia septem gradibus sunt distincta, quia 
sancta ecclesia septiformis gratiae est munere decorata. 

Haec officia in propria persona Dominus noster ostendit 
et ecclesiae suae exhibenda reliquit, ut forma quae 
praecesserat in capite repraesentaretur in corpore. 

(Ostiarius) Hoc officium Dominus noster nobis initiavit 
quando flagello de funiculis facto vendentes et ementes 
de templo eiecit et cathedras nummulariorum evertit.... 

Unde et ipse ostiarius praetaxatus dixit: Ego sum ostium; 
per me si quis introierit, ingredietur et egredietur. 

( Lector ) Hoc officium Dominus noster in propria persona 
ostendit, quando in medio seniorum librum Isaiae prophetae 
aperiens distincte ad intelligendum legit: Spiritus domini 
super me, et caetera quae in eodem sequuntur capitulo. 

( Exorcista) Hoc officio usus est Dominus quando saliva 
sua tetigit aures surdi et muti et dixit: Epheta, quod 
est adaperire. 

( Acolytus ) Hoc officium Dominus se habere testatur, in 
evangelio dicens: Ego sum lux mundi; qui sequitur me non 
ambulabit in tenebris, sed habebit lumen vitae. 

(Subdiaconus) Hoc officio usus est Dominus quando facta 
cena cum discipulis linteo se praecinxit et mittens aquam 
in pelvim pedes discipulorum lavit et linteo extersit. 

(Diaconus) Hoc officio usus est Dominus quando post cenam 
proprio ore et propriis manibus sacramenta confecta dispen- 
savit et quando apostolos dormientes ad orationem incitavit 
dicens: Vigilate et orate, ne intretis in tentationem. 

(Presbyter) Hoc officio usus est Dominus noster Iesus 
Christus quando post cenam panem et vinum in corpus et 
sanguinem suum commutavit et ut in memoriam suae passionis 
idem facerent discipulis suis ordinavit. Hoc etiam mani- 
festius et excellentius officium implevit quando idem ipse 
sacerdos et hostia seipsum in ara crucis propter peccata 
humani generis obtulit et per proprium sanguinem sancta 
aetema introiens caelestia et terrestria pacificavit. 

Thanks to the wide dispersion of the De excellentia and its inclusion in 
the De sacramentis of Hugh of Saint Victor 1 and Peter Lombard's Senten- 
tiae , 2 the Ivonian Ordinal of Christ with its dominical sanctions and 

1 P. Ill, cc. 6-12; PL 176 : 423-430. 

2 L. IV, dist. xxiv, cc. £-11; Petrus Lombardus, Libri IV Sententiarum , I and II (Ad Claras Aquas: 
1916), 894-901. 
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sequence of orders became dominant in high scholastic treatises on 
sacred orders. 

During the period between the composition of Ivo’s Ordinal of 
Christ and its inclusion in the De sacramentis of Hugh of Saint Victor, 1 
several Ordinals appeared in which pre-Ivonian and Ivonian components 
were mixed. One of these composite Ordinals is found in the Sacramen- 
tarium of Honorius: 


[Honorius Augustodunensis] 

Qui ordinantur Christo incorporantur. 

Ipse fuit ostiarius, sicut dicit: Ego sum ostium; 

per me si quis introierit, huic ostiarius aperit. 

Exorcista , extitit quando daemonia expulit. 

Lector erat quando Esaiam legerat. 

Acolythus fuerat quando lumen caecis reddebat et 

dixit: Ego sum lux mundi. 

Subdiaconus quando aquas convertit in vinum. 

Diaconus quando lavit pedes discipulorum. 

Presbyter quando dedit corpus suum. 

Episcopus quando benedixit eis. 2 3 4 

Given the popularity of Ivo’s De excellentia and its Ordinal of Christ 
in early twelfth-century sentence collections,3 it is not surprising that 
two Ivonian components were added by Honorius, the Ego sum ostium of 
the hostiarius and the Ego sum lux mundi for the acolyte. Moreover, there is 
reflected in the ‘demonia’ of the exorcist a tradition found in the 
Ordinal of Christ used by the Norman Anonymous* and in the Lumen 
caecis reddebat of the acolyte a tradition found in both the Norman 
Anonymous and in the School of Laon. 5 

The most striking feature of Honorius’ Ordinal of Christ is its 


1 D. van den Eynde, Essai sur la succession et la date des ecrits de Hugues de Saint-Victor (Spicilegium 
Pontificii Athenaei Antoniani , 13 : Rome: i960), 100-103, places the composition of the De sacramentis 
between 1131 and 11 37. Wilmart, art. cit. y 319, dates the composition of Honorius’ Sacramentarium 
to the years 112^-1130. 

2 PL 172: 7£9D-76oA. 

3 E.g., early in the twelfth century the De excellentia , without Ivo’s name, appeared in the Sententiae 
Magistri A. Cf. Vat. Lat. 43bl y fol. 114V-120V. 

4 Cambridge Corpus Christi College MS Lat. 41 Si P* 1 19. 

s Ibid: Oxford Bodleian Library MS Laud. Misc. 2l6 y fol. 134.n1, cited in O. Lottin, Psychologie et 
morale aux Xlle et Xllle siccles, V (Gembloux: 1959), 271. 
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dependence on the archaic Hiberno-Hispanic Hierarchical Version, going 
back to the Collectio Hibernensis. With a few minor variants the dominical 
sanctions for the lector, subdeacon, and deacon are almost identical in 
the Sacramentarium and the Hibernian Hierarchical versions. Further, the 
bishop’s sanction in Honorius’ Sacramentarium may well be an abbreviation 
of that found in the Hibernian versions. Finally, and most important, 
Honorius uses the sequence of the lower orders found in the Hiberno- 
Hispanic Hierarchical Version with the lector listed hierarchically 
superior to the exorcist. This archaism in the sequence of the grades 
is extremely unusual in a period in which almost all tracts on orders 
had been structured around the Romano-Gallican sequence of lower 
orders: hostiarius , lector, exorcist, and acolyte. 

Certainly it cannot be claimed that the older Hiberno-Hispanic 
Hierarchical Version had expired by the late eleventh century. Copies of 
the Collectio Hibernensis with its ancient Ordinal of Christ continued to 
be made in scriptoria throughout Europe. 1 Further, the ancient Hiberno- 
Hispanic Hierarchical Ordinal of Christ was reproduced as a separate 
piece in many florilegia. 2 Nonetheless, the appearance of the ancient 
forms of the Irish Ordinals of Christ in the works of one of the twelfth- 
century moderni is an anomaly worthy of notice. This Irishism in the 
Sacramentarium is then, perhaps, another piece of evidence to bolster 
Professor Southern’s surmise concerning the Irish connections of 
Anselm’s most famous disciple. 

Carleton University 
Ottawa, Canada. 

1 Cf. Wasserschieben, op. cit ., ix-lxxvi. 2 E.g. Berne Biirgerbibliothek MS Lat. J02 , fol. $2v. 


APPENDIX 

ad p. 1 , n. i : In a thesis recently defended at the Ecole des Chartes, the argument has 
been made that Honorius did indeed spend some time at Saint-Martin of Autun and that 
this sojourn accounts for some of the peculiar French notions presented in Honorius’ 
works. Cf. Marie-Odile Garrigues, Honorius Augustodunensis et la Summa Gloria, reported 
in Positions des theses, Ecole Nationale des Chartes (Paris: 1967), 39-46. 

ad p. 1, n. 2: Garrigues, op. cit., 40, surmises that Honorius may well have been born 
in Ireland, educated in Canterbury, and then become ‘un europeen du Xlle siecle’ in 
his wanderings on the Continent. 

ad p. 4, n. 6: In a forthcoming article in the Harvard Theological Review , “A Florilegium 
on the Ecclesiastical Grades in Clm 19414: Testimony to Ninth-Century Clerical 
Instruction,” I shall be describing a group of ninth-century Ordinals of Christ in the 
Hiberno-Hispanic Hierarchical Version. 
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On The Genuine Text of Peter of Spain s 
Summule logicales 

L. M. DE RIJK 

III Two Redactions of a Commentary upon the Summule by Robertus 

Anglicus* 

I n his academic conference about a number of manuscripts which 
contain works of Peter of Spain 1 Msgr Grabmann pointed to a master 
named Robertus Anglicus as a commentator of the Summule logicales. 
Grabmann identified 2 this master with Robert Kilwardby, who is named 
Robertus Anglicus , indeed, in the Chronicle of the Dominican Convent of 
Bologna* and in some manuscripts as well*. However, this identification 
seems to be far from certain. Both manuscripts (Vatican Library Vat. 
Lat. 3049 and Todi, Biblioteca Comunale , MS 54 .; see below) call the 
author Robertus Anglicus without frater. Therefore one might think of the 
composition of these commentaries as having taken place at some date 
before Robert Kilwardby’s entrance into the Dominican Order. A 
modern investigator into Kilwardby’s life and works, the late father 

* The first and second parts of this study appeared in this Journal, 6 (1968), pp. 1-34 and 69-101. 
1 Martin Grabmann, Handschriftliche Forschungen und Funde zu den Philosophischen Schriften des Petrus 
Hispanus t des spdteren Papstes Johannes XXI (f 1277) in: Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, Philos. Hist. Abt. Jahrgang 1936, Heft 9, Miinchen 1936, pp. 65-67. 

2 See ibid. 

3 This chronicle edited in Analecta Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum III 6, (1898), notes for the year 
1220: Hoc anno recepti sunt Parisiis ( for Parisius) ad ordinem per eumdem Reginaldum (= Regi¬ 
nald of Angers), paulo antequam moreretur, Frater Robertus Anglicus t qui legebat Parisiis metaphy- 
sicam, et nullus erat ei similis in theologica facultate. Hie postea fuit Cardinalis. For this note and 
its reliability as to Robert Kilwardby’s entrance into the Dominican Order, see Ellen M. F. Sommer- 
Seckendorff, Studies in The Life of Robert Kilwardby O.P., Dissertationes historicae (edited by the 
Institutum Historicum FF. Praedicatorum Romae ad. S. Sabinae), Fasc. VIII, Rome 1937, p. 4. 
4 e.g. in Florence, Laurenziana, cod. Plut LXXI, 29 where Kilwardby’s Commentary on the Prior 
Analytics is ascribed to Robertus Anglicus Kiliurlu (!). In Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, VI 164 (3085), 
we find (f. 79 vb ): Explicit tractatus de relativis secundum fratrem Robertum Anglicum ordinis predicatorum. 
Gratias Deo. I have serious doubts on Kilwardby’s authority of this tract. In Oxford, Merton College, 
MS 292 it is attributed to John of Siccavilla (f. 94 va ), while it is anonymous in the other manuscripts 
extant. Moreover, there is an interesting marginal note in Assisi, Bibl. Antoniana MS 158, f. 52 r : 
in tractatu de relatione I. de Siccavilla plus de materia ista. See A. G. Little and F. Pelster, Oxford 
Theology and Theologians , Oxford 1934, p. 108, n. 3. — Recently I found in Sevilla (Biblioteca 
Capitular y Colombina) a manuscript containing Kilwardby’s Sophismata gramaticalia with the 
contemporaneous explicit (io4 vb ): Explicit Suma gramaticalis cum arguments Roberti Anglici (cod. 
5-5-9, Xffl-XIVS.) 
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R.-M. Martin, suggested 1 that Robert took the Black Friars habit be¬ 
tween 1240 and 1245. So Grabmann’s view that our commentaries were 
written between 1248 and 1261 in the period when Robert Kilwardby 
was active as a professor in Paris and Oxford 2 is certainly untenable, since 
in both manuscripts our author is named magister , not frater. Robert 
Kilwardby’s activity as a magister artium must be dated in the 1 220’s and 
12 30’s. It is an unmistakable fact that, at that time, Peter of Spain’s 
work was not yet used in the Parisian and Oxford circles 3 4 5 . 

So far there seems to be no reason to identify our magister Robertus 
Anglicus with Robert Kilwardby O.P. 

Grabmann only dealt with the Vatican manuscript Vat. Lat. ^3049, 
which contains a commentary on Peter of Spain’s Summule logicales , 
called there compilatio super tractatus (f. 8i rb ). In a note (op. cit. p. 67, 
n. 1) he referred to the Todi manuscript ( Bibl. comunale , cod. 54) 
which, according to the catalogue of L. Leonij (Todi, 1878, p. 24), 
contains glosule composite a magistro Roberto Anglico upon the Summule 
logicales. Grabmann, who did not see the manuscript, knew only its 
incipit (Cum divinum auxilium sit teste Platone ), and concluded* from it that 
the Vatican and Todi manuscripts contain two different works. However, 
an analysis of both manuscripts will show that our manuscripts contain 
two different redactions of the same commentary by one master Robertus 
Anglicus on Peter of Spain’s Summule logicales. 


1 - The Commentary as contained in Vat. Lat. 3049 

This parchment manuscript of the Vatican Library measures 200 x 140 
mm. and has 82 folios. It seems to date from the end of the thirteenth 
or the beginning of the fourteenth century. Since our codex is part of the 
old stock of the Vaticani Latini (containing the Codices Vaticani Latini 
1 - 6000), it must have been in the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana as 
early as the sixteenth century. More information about its origin and 
entrance into the Vatican Library cannot be given so far. 3 The only work 
contained in this manuscript is the commentary on the Summule logicales. 


1 R.-M. Martin, Quelques premiers Maitres dominicains de Paris et d'Oxford et la soi-disant ecole dominicaine 
augustinienne (1229-1279) in: Revue des sciences philosophiques et theologiques 9 (1920), p. $66. 

2 Grabmann, op. cit., p. 66. 

3 Arguments in support of this view will be adduced in a later study in this series. 

4 op. cit., p. 67, n. 1. 

5 Miss Prof. Anneliese Maier, Scrittore in the Vatican Library, was kind enough to give me this 
information. 
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The work was written in two columns and opens, without giving the 
author’s name, with an extensive prologue (ira-rb) : i 


irb 


Fons et origo omnium scientiarum a plenitudine totius sapientie duxit originem. Qui 
est fons luminis scientiarum, vite bonum, bonitas summe sapientie, plenitudo, etemitas, 
Deus ante omnia primus, lux increata 2 (in creatura MS) omni<um> creator eternus, lux 
cui non est additio 3 vel diminution possibilis. Lux tui non est transmutatio 3 aut obum- 
bratio vicissitudinis, principium et finis lucis totius veritatis et bonitatis in omnibus 
creaturis. 

Lux autem 6 ista suam speciem irradiat in rationales creaturas, per radium rectum videlicet 
et oblicum. Receptionem autem istius lucis eteme per radium rectum nulla creatura nisi 
per infusionem divine grade poterit obtinere. Necesse est ergo nobis rationalibus creatu¬ 
ris ut tarn nobilis scientie deveniamus ad notitiam aliqualem <et> receptionem istius 
luminis per radium obliquum nobis transmissam comprehendere. Qui quidem radius 
essentiam rei directe non? potest ostendere, sed per multa media, quasi per nubem 
intuendo solem, intellectus humanus mole camis 8 obpressus claritatem istam null(a- 
ten>us nisi per similitudinem poterit speculari. Ipsa tamenanima rationalis convertitur 
supra se memor quam iocundum et quam amenum sit illud verissimum bonum ab omni¬ 
bus desideratum, a quo tanta fuit excellentia decorata <et) naturali appetitu in eius’ 
cognitionem desiderat pervenire. 

Cui consonat 10 Philosophus principio Metaphysice vetheris dicens quod omnes homines 
natura scire desiderant. Ad quam scientiam habendam ipsa anima fuit creata, auctoritate 
Augustini in libro de differentia spiritus et anime dicentis quod anima rationalis ad 
similitudinem totius sapientie Dei facta omnium rerum in se gerit similitudines, quasi 
aptitudo anime naturaliter ordinata est ad sciendum. Quia quidem scientia cum ipsa 
anima ob sui coniunctionem cum corpore actualiter spoliatur, dolet admodum se 
predictis multiformiter denudari. Secundum quod dicit Boetius” in Libro de consolacione 
philosophic de anima ipsa dicens: 

nunc membrorum condita nube 
non in totum est oblita sui summa quam tenet singula perdens. 

Ex predictis igitur patet quod anima rationalis nubilo carnis opprimente divine sapientie 
cognitionem seu plenitudinem in hac vita per visionem sive per radium rectum apprehen- 
dendo minime poterit obtinere. Cuius rei defectus a parte non divine sapientie sed 


1 I wish to express my sincere thanks to Mr C. H. J. M. Kneepkens for checking the quotations 
and for his valuable suggestions in correcting some clumsy manuscript readings. 

2 in creatura V. 

3 adidicio (!) V. 

4 dominicio V. 

5 transmutatacio V. 

6 4- [dicitur]®. 

7 directe non] cognito nunc V. 

8 camis] crianis (?) V. 

• in eius] meus V. 

*o consonat K® sonat V. 

11 Boethius, De Consolatione K, III, 22-24. e d. Peiper, Lipsiae MDCCCLXXI p. 130 r. 22-24: Nunc 
Membrorum condita nube. Non in totum est oblita sui. Summamque tenet singula perdens. 
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nostre potius humane conditionis existit. Secundum quod dicit Algazel decimo sue 
metaphysice quod quidquid est factum, factum est ob hoc ut possit esse perfectius. 
Auctoritate etiam Platonis lybro suo Thymey 1 : ab optimo inquit invidia relegata est ista 
ut convenienter cuncta sibi similia effici voluit prout natura cuiusque beatitudinis potuit 
esse capax. 

Ut igitur receptionem predicti luminis irradiantem in nostras animas habeamus creatura- 
rum utique cognitionem habere debemus, ut per cognitionem ipsarum per radium 
oblicum tamquam per effectum in tantam deveniamus in cognitionem allacriter creatoris 
quod debet esse summum acceptabile in hac vita, secundum quod dicit Augustinus 2 
quod tante dignitatis est humana conditio quod nullum bonum potest ei sufficere preter 
Summum. Hoc etiam auctoritate Tullii 3 libro suo de senectute habetur: ob hoc, 
inquit, ex altissimo dei domicilio nobis animus datus est ut celestium motus et ordines 
contemplaremur et contemplando etiam sequeremur. Item. Etiam libro suo de sompno 
dicit*: illos liquet esse sapientes qui tota mentis acie superna circumspecte r£quirunt 
et quesita sagacia diligentia comprehendunt. Necessaria est ergo scientia rationali 
creature. 

Next, the author adds a short divisio scientiarum (irb-va) : 

Creatus fuit autem homo in triplici perfectione: in summa iocunditate quoad corpus 
cedit; in summa sapientia quoad animam, in summa bonitate quoad (quod ad MS) 
utrumque. Sed per peccatum primi hominis cedidit iam posteritas. In opposita predicto- 
rum valet in tristitia[m] contra primum, <in> ignorantia contra secundum, in malitia 
autem contra tertium. 

Verumtamen ut ab istis humana natura posset incommodis relevari, concesse sunt sibi 
f. i va artes, scientie, virtutes et quibus homo naturaliter appetendo perficiatur et crescat in 
cognitionem denique perveniat creatoris. 

Scientia autem est aut creatoris, aut creature. Creatoris autem scientia non habetur in 
vita ista nisi per creatur<ar>um cognitionem obliquo quidem radio acquisitam. Creatura- 
rum autem scientie duplex est exitus [est] in esse, primus scilicet et secundus. Primus 
quidem, ut habetur principio Veteris Metaphisice*, est per viam admirationis; admirando, 
inquit, presbiteri in Egipto inceperunt ubique philosophari. Secundus vero exitus in esse 
est triplex. Aut per viam inventionis in studium; et adhunc confert maxime sensus visus 
et sic habuerunt philosophi; qui visus nobis differentias rerum ostendit. Aut per doctri- 
nam; et ad hunc maxime confert auditus, et sic scolares moderni. Aut per inspirationem; 
et ad hunc confert maxime honesta munditia <que> intelligit deum utique pro ceteris 
reverendo, et hoc modo sancti viri. 

Scientia autem rerum creatarum duplex est. Que duplicem supplet defectum humane 
conditionis. Una est a parte corporis, alia vero a parte anime. Prima vocatur mechanica, 


1 Plato, Timaeus 29 E ed. Waszink (Plato Latinus) 22. 19-20 : ab optimo porro invidia longe relegata 
est. Itaque consequenter cuncta sui similia, prout cuiusque natura capax beatitudinis esse poterat, 
effici voluit. 

2 ubi? 

3 Cicero: Cato Maior , cap. 21 (77) ed. Wuilleumier (Bude), Paris 1961 “est enim animus caelestis 
ex altissumo domicilio depressus et quasi demersus in terram etc. .. . 

* Macrobius, Commentarii in Somnium /, 8, 3. ed. Willis Leipzig 1963. 
s Arist. Metaph. A, 980 a 22-23. 
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idest adulterina, que consistit in operatione manuum, ut Carpentaria et huius(modi). 
Et dicitur adulterina quia ad modum filii adulterini non a natura (?) sed ex alieno patre 1 , 
sicut ab artifice forma in materiam introducitur. 

Alia vero vocatur scientia liberalis. Et sunt septem. Quarum tres sunt de sermone, 
relique vero quatuor sunt de rebus. Prime autem tres constituunt trivium (inicium^/ 5 ), 
scilicet gramatica, dyaletica, rethorica. Alie vero quadrivium, scilicet arismatica (!), 
musica, geometria, astronomia. Et dicuntur liberales quia solum eas solebant addiscere 
filii liberorum, vel quia a terrenis curis hominem liberant et mundanis. 


There follow some remarks on the position of logic in the framework 
of the artes. It turns out to be both domina and ancilla (i va-vb ): 


i vb 


Inter autem septem loyca potest esse domina et ancilla. Est enim tanquam ancilla in hoc 
quod deservit aliis et ministrat. Sed est tanquam domina inquantum omnes alias regendo 
regulat et gubernat sine conductu. Omnes alie scientie claudicando procedunt tamquam 
remigio destitute. Et ideo ista venerabilis loyca tanquam aliarum domina regularum per 
se quidem et prius et non simul cum aliis ipsam | diligenter utique ample<c)tendo est 
ferventi animo appetendo. Unde Aristotiles Sexto Metaphisice: malum est, inquit, simul 
scientiam querere et modum sciendi, idest loycam et aliam scientiam. Res autem sine 
modo, ut ibidem scribitur, parum valet, quia nulla scientia sine loyca est querenda ne 
absque valore procedat. Unde Seneca: qui dyaleticam ygnorat (!) non audeat se philoso- 
phum profited. Idem Tullius etiam: sicut navis sine nauta atque remigio destituta descen¬ 
ds in perditiones varias fluctibus in adversis, sic scientie tempestate disputationis 
periclitantur multiformiter titubantes. Idem etiam Commentator Averrois: dyaletica, 
inquit, est scientiarum scientia, sicut manus est organum organorum. Valet enim ad alias 
scientias principaliter dyaletica propter quatuor causas. Prima est quia docet cognoscere 
quid verum et quid falsum. Secunda autem quia probat principia aliarum scientiarum si 
ab aliquo denegentur. Tertia est quia dat modum sciendi et argumentandi scientiis 
universis, cum omnes quodammodo scientie modo arguendi utantur. Quarta est quia dat 
exercitium loquendi et ea declarandi que aput homines sunt in mente alteri exprimendo. 


The next lines discuss the well-known items of the causa efficiens , causa 
materialise and causa finalis of logic (f. i vb_ 2 ra ): 

Cyrca quam tria principaliter sunt scienda. Primum est quid sit causa efficiens Joyce. 
Secundum est de quo tractatur in loyca. Tercium est quis finis propinquus. 

(Circa) primum patet quoniam Arystotiles est causa efficiens loyce. Ante enim tempus 
suum aut parvum aut nichil fuerat de ista arte tractatum, sed ipse solus philosophorum 
subtilissimus totam loycam et naturalem scientiam et moralem sufficienter per Dei gratiam 
adinvenit. De quo commentator Averrois tertio de Anima loquens sic: credo ut natura 
formavit istum hominem ut per ipsum ipsius nature secreta possent subtiliter relevari. 
De secundo sic. Tria sunt de quibus in scientia determinatur, scilicet subiectum, partes 
subiecti et proprietates subiecti. Subiectum autem in loyca est sillogismus (ex symilis 
2 ra MS), partes vero ipsius sunt propositiones et oratio. Proprietates | autem partium sunt 
affirmatio et negatio et oppositio. 


1 Todi has: non ex proprio patre sed ex alieno. See below, p. 24. 
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De tercio sic. Finis enim dyaletice est cognitio veri et falsi per accidens (?) loycus princi¬ 
pal ter considerat et verum et falsum. 

De ipsis autem tribus predictis patebit in sequentibus divina nobis gratia inspirante. 

Then, our author speaks about the reason why Peter of Spain wrote his 
Summule. Peter appears to have been one of quite a group of magistri who 
made a compendium of the scientia Aristotilis (2 ra ): 

Verum quia in libris Aristotilis est dyaletica tradita difficiliter, ideo ratione intelligence 
amplioris studuerunt diversi auctores temporis retromissifs] quosdam libros seu tractatus 
introductores in arte huiusmodi compilare, quibus cognitis scientia Aristotilis limpidius 
clarescat. De quorum numero fuit magister Petrus Yspanus. Cuius tractatum ad maiorem 
introductionem scolarium in arte dyaletica compylantem ad presens per Dei gjratiam 
sum<p)simus ad legendum (ex diligendum MS). 

Patet ergo que sit causa efficiens huius libri, quod magister Petrus Yspanus. Qui quorun- 
dam nobilium precibus condescendens ad maiorem intelligentiam loyce edidit hunc 
tractatum. Et est causa efficiens teste Boetio quod movet et operatur ad hoc ut res sit. 

From the author’s remarks it appears that Peter of Spain wrote his 
Summule , (called tractatus , not summule ), at the request of a number of 
noblemen ( quorundam nobilium precibus condescendens). I hope to return 
to this phrase in a later part of this study. Our author’s commentary 
turns out to be the written record of his lectures ( cuius tractatum .... 
adpresens per Dei gratiam sumpsimus ad legendum ), as may appear also from 
its division into lectiones. (See below, p. 26 ff.). 

After the discussion of the causa materialis of this book (viz. Peter 
of Spain’s Summule logicales ), our author goes on to deal with five other 
well-known items: causa materialis , causa Jormalis , causa Jinalis , titulus , 
and cui parti philosophie supponatur (2 ra_rb ): 

Causa vero materialis est sillogismus consideratus in se et in suis partibus et proprietati- 
bus earundem. Que autem ista sunt, superius dictum est. Et (est) causa materialis teste 
eodem Boecio ex qua cum aliquo fit aliquid. 

Causa vero formalis est duplex: forma tractatus et forma tractandi (.)i 

Forma vero tractandi idem est quod modus agendi. Modus autem est triplex, scilicet 
diffinitivus; et iste datur per Priora; divisivus; et iste datur per Posteriora; collectivus, 
quando scilicet probatur et inprobatur. Si autem sit exemplorum positivus, hoc non est 
de esse, sed de bene esse. Unde Aristotiles: exempla ponimus non ut ita sint sed ut sentiat 
hiis qui a(d)discit. Et est causa formalis que dat esse rei et conservat rem in esse. 

Causa vero finalis est triplex, scilicet (si MS) propinqua, remota et ultima. Propinqua est 
cognitio eorum que in hoc libro traduntur. Remota est facilior cognitio librorum 
Aristotilis. Ultima est perfectio anime rationalis. Anima enim creata est inperfecta, 
perfectibilis autem virtutibus et scientiis. 


1 Here several lines must have been omitted by our scribe. 
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f. 2 rb Quintum est quid sit titulus titulus (!). | Tytulus autem talis est: Incipiunt introductiones 
magistri Petri Yspani. 

Sextum est cui parti philosophic supponatur quondam sermocinali sycut (!) dyaletica. 

The author gives a division of the Summule and the titles of the thirteen 
chapters: 

Iste vero liber dividitur in prima divisione in XII capitula. In primo determinatur de 
introductionibus. In secundo de predicabilibus. In tertio de predicamentis. In quarto de 
sillogismis. In quinto de locis. In sexto de suppositionibus. In septimo de fallaciis. In 
octavo de relativis. In nono de ampliationibus. In decimo de appellationibus. In undecimo 
de restrictionibus. In duodecimo et ultimo de distributionibus. 

Accordingly the commentary contains the following parts: 


I 

De introductionibus 

( 2 rb., 9 ra) 

II 

De predicabilibus 

(1 9 ra - 24 va ) 

III 

De predicamentis 

(24.va.33vb) 

IV 

De sillogismis 

( 33 vb ' 37 va ) 

V 

De locis 

( 3 7va. 44 va ) 

VI 

De suppositionibus 

(44 v a- 4 8ra ) 

VII 

De fallaciis 

( 4 8 r a- 7 2vb) 

VIII 

De relativis 

( 7 2vb. 74 vb) 

IX 

De ampliationibus 

( 74 vb - 75 ra ) 

X 

De appellationibus 

(7 J ra - 7 6 ra ) 

XI 

De restrictionibus 

( 7 6 r a- 77 rb) 

XII 

De distributionibus 

( 77 rb -8 i rb ). 


The commentary ends on f. 8i rb_va . The explicit is rather confusing. 
I give the final lines of our text as it is found in our manuscript (compare 
the text which is given by the Todi manuscript, below, p. 31): 

Item. Notandum quod infinitum uno modo dicit privationem infinite (!) extencionis* 
alio modo dicit privationem multiplicacionis finite fore. Primo modo est passio quanti- 
tatis continue, secundo modo distracte (!). 

Item. Notandum quod infinitum est nomen simplex, scilicet quod est signum inponi- 
tur (!) ad significandum unam, ut dictum est. 

Finita est ista compilacio supra tractans (!) a magistro roberto anglico in qua conati 

O 

potest materiam explanandi dacio magistri petri yspani anno domini M ducentesimo 
septimo me maij tercia decima die sole existente invire (81 va ) octavo gradu thauri . . . 
Finito libro sit laus et gloria Christo. 

The large number of clumsy mistakes made by our scribe (see all the 
quoted texts) seems to prove conclusively that he did certainly not excel 
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in knowledge of logical matters and was not a skilful copyist either. 
Fortunately the parallellous work in the Todi manuscript is of some 
help in enabling us to correct some of the scribe’s errors 1 . 

The remaining part of the manuscript (81 va -82 v ) is filled with notes 
on several matters, written in different hands, part of which are definitely 
later than the hand that wrote our tract. 

The two first notes discuss logical matters (81 va ): 

(1) Nota quod predicatio potest fieri quatuor modis. Uno enim modo vere et proprie, 
ut ‘homo est animaV; ista predicatio est vera, quia genus predicatin' de specie. Alio modo 
fit vere et non proprie, ut ‘homo est homo 1 ; ista est vera, sed non propria, quia idem 
predicatur de seipso. Tercio modo fit proprie et non vere, ut l homo currit 1 ; ista est 
proprie, quia verbum adiectivum predicatur de subiecto, sed non vera, quia dubium'est 
utrum homo currat vel non. Quarto modo fit nec proprie nec vere, ut 1 homo est asinus*; 
ista nec est propria nec vera, quia una species predicatur de alia specie, ut asinus de 
homine. 

(2) Queritur quare propositio kathegorica habet tantum quatuor species et non plures 

neque pauciores. etc. 


The next note concerns mathematics (the circulatio ; 81 va ): 

In circulacione tria considerantur, scilicet unitas, integritas et simplicitas. Unitas, quia 
est una sola linea. Integritas, quia propter integritatem neque potest considerari eius 
principium neque finis. Simplicitas, quia non fit ex diversis lineis, sicut omnes alie 

figure,-sicut triangulacio, quadrangulacio, et sic de aliis-, sed fit ex una sola et 

simplici linea. 


A somewhat different hand continues with a note on questio (8i va -82 rb ). 

(3) Quoniam de arte questionum dictum proponimus (?) breviter tractavimus (?) 
ostendere quid sit questio et unde dicatur. etc. 


Folio 82 v opens with a fragment of a letter about some liturgical privi¬ 
leges of the Order of the Grey Friars concerning the feasts of the Virgin 
Mary, St. Francis, St. Anthony, St. Clara, as they were given and 
guaranteed by Pope Innocent IV (1 243-^4) and his successors Alexander 
IV (12^4-61), Urban IV (1261-64), Clement IV (126^-68) and Gregory 
X (1271-76). 


1 For an attempt at a correction of our explicit , see below, pp. 31-32. 
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2 - The manuscript Todi, Biblioteca Comunale £4 

This manuscript was described by L. Leonij in his catalogue of the 
manuscripts nowadays belonging to the Biblioteca Comunale 1 . His descrip¬ 
tion is all but useful. The manuscript certainly dates from the thirteenth 
century, not from the fifteenth as Leonij says. It is on parchment and 
bound up in vellum and measures 280 x 210 mm. It contains 109 folios 
written in two columns. Leonij did distinguish the different works 
which are contained in this manuscript but failed to give the correct 
explicit of the commentary on the Summule , which is the first work found 
in our manuscript. 

Actually our manuscript consists of three parts: a copy of Robertus 
Anglicus* commentary on the Summule in a redaction different from that 
found in Vat, Lat, 3049; some fragments and stray notes, and, finally, 
an anonymous commentary on Aristotle’s Topics. 

Unfortunately the first four squires of our manuscript were wrongly 
bound. The correct order would be: 

1 r — 12 v 
37 r " 4 8 v 
2£ r -36 v 

13 r -24 v ; next follow 49 r etc. in the correct order. 

The works mentioned above occur in this way: 

A. ff. i ra -$6 vb (middle of the column) the commentary on the Summule 
is found. It will be discussed below, pp. 22 ff. 

B. ff. £6 vb -6o vb contain several fragments and notes: 

1. The first fragment has apparently been taken from some 
commentary on a tract on fallacies. It is found from £6 vb -£7 rb and 
opens as follows: 

Compositio et divisio etc. Primo nota quod compositio dicitur tribus modis. Uno modo 
compositio dicitur componentis actio, alio modo dicitur propositionum componibilium 
passio, tertio modo dicitur vocum dividendarum unio. Et sic sumitur hie. Similiter 
divisio sumitur tribus modis. Uno modo dicitur dividends actio, alio modo propositio¬ 
num divisibilium passio, tertio modo dicitur vocum supponendarum (!) separatio. Et sic 
sumitur hie. Sed notandum quod oratio potest diversificari tribus modis secundum 
speciem. 

The other lemmata are: 

Hiis habitis etc . 

Quidam autem distinguunt etc. 

Unde licet dictum sit etc. (£7 a ) 

1 Lorenzo Leonij, Inventario dei codici della Comunale di Todi , Todi 1878, p. 24. 



Secundus modus etc . 

Principium motivum etc. 

Secundus modus divisionis etc. 

Fallacia extra dictionem etc. 

Visa ratione communi paralogismorum accidentis etc. 
Secundus modus figure (for: fallacie) accidentis etc. (gy rt> ) 
Sequitur de fallacia secundum quid et simpliciter etc. 


This fragment ends as follows (£7 rb ): 

Tertio notandum quod duplex est ratio quare secundum quid et simpliciter non possunt 
facere diversas fallacias. Una ratio quod secundum quid et simpliciter se habent sicut pars 
et totum et quia pars et totum non faciunt diversa, ergo secundum quid et simpliciter 
non faciunt diversas fallacias. 

The next five lines of this column are blank. 

These texts were not taken from Robertus Anglicus’ commentary 
on the seventh tract of the Summule (De Jallaciis). Apparently they were 
to be considered as stray notes. 

2. On ^va-vb two sets of ten medical questions are found. They 
run as follows: 

(a) Primo queritur unde et qualiter nascuntur capilli 
Item quare sunt rotundi 

Item quare pili semper crescunt 

Item ex quo crescunt quare recte non crescunt ad modum segetis 

Item (quare) nascuntur diversis coloribus 

Item quare calvescit quidam et hoc a parte ante 

Item (quare) quidam canescunt in senectute et alii non 

Item quare quidam in adolescentia canescunt 

Item quid significant quantitas pilorum supercilii 

Item quid similiter qualitas pilorum superciliorum. 

(b) Primo de mulieribus queritur quare non sunt barbate 

Item queritur quare magis appetunt coitum post partum quam ante 
Item quare menstruam patiuntur cum homines non patiantur 
Item queritur de quo mulieres nutriunt infantes in utero suo 
Item quid egerit vel quid (. ? .) git in utro matris 
Item queritur quot sint et que que inpediunt conceptionem 

Item queritur quare post coitum leprosi subsequens efficitur leprosus, non autem mulier 
Item quare infans natus in octavo mense vivere non potest, cum possit in septimo et nono 
vivere 

Item (.>*. 

Item per quod foramen exit menstruum. 


1 The ninth question presumably was omitted by our scribe, as may appear from its answer (f. vb ). 


17 




The text of the first question may be compared with a passus found in 
Simon of FavershanTs commentary on the Summule logicales 1 : 

f.£7 va : Ad primum dicendum quod vir est calidior femina. Nam ut dicit Ypocras (!), 
calidior femina frigidior est frigidissimo viro. Et hoc turn ex complexione turn ex calore 
testiculorum. Unde circa maxillas apertiores habet poros. Femina vero frigida est et 
humida. Ideo strictos habet illos et ex humiditate inviscatos. Sed unde (unum MS) est 
quod videmus quasdam mulieres barbatas. Dicendum quod ex spermate in matrice locato 
oreque eiusdem clauso. Si in dextra pacte consistat, quia ex vicinitate epatis est calidior 
fetus meliori sanguine atque calido nutritur et masculus efficitur. Si autem in sinistra 
parte, que est frigidior, femina efficitur. Si vero in dextra parte, etsi aliquantulum versus 
sinistram, vir muliebris efficitur. Sed (!) in sinistra aliquantulum versus dextram, mulier 
virilis efficitur. Ista calidior est ceteris mulieribus, minus tamen valida viris. Unde bar- 
bam habet, sed minus viro. 

The answer to the last question reminds us of Aristotle, whose name is 
not mentioned, however: 

f.£7 vb : Ad decimum dicendum quod per novem foramina ipsius mulieris exit, scilicet 
per oculos. Unde talis mulier respiciens in speculum inficit speculum sanguine men- 
struoso. Unde palma tergens speculum remanet sanguinolentia 2 . 


(3) Next follows a set of eleven astronomical and meteorological 
questions (£7 vb -£8 ra ): 

Primo queritur de creatione stellarum quare sunt create 
Secundo queritur de pluvia 
Item queritur de nive 

Item quare pocius ningit pocius (!) in hyeme quam in estate 

Item queritur de grandine 

Item queritur de tonitruo 

Item de choruscatione 

Item de fulmine 

Item queritur de yri quid est 

Item quare apparet in tali forma et sub tot coloribus 
Item quid significat in sua apparitione. 

(4) The next set of ten questions concerns the soul (^8 ra_rb ): 

Primo queritur de anima quid sit 

Item quot sunt anime specie differentes 

Item queritur a quibus principiis causatur 

Item queritur qualiter est anima in humano corpore 

Item queritur utrum anima gaudeat vel tristetur, cum dicat Aristo<ti)les quod non 

1 For Simon’s text, see my Simon of Faversham (d. 1306) As A Commentator of The Tracts I-V of The 
Summule, in: VIVARIUM 6 (1968), [pp. 69-101], p. 91. 

2 Cp. Aristotle, De insomniis , 4^9 b 27. Cp. H. J. Drossaart Lulofs, Aristotelis De insomniis et De divi - 
natione per somnum (Leyden 1947), pp. XXX-XXXIII. 
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Item queritur utrum anima moveat se de loco ad locum nec aliter 

Item queritur utrum mundus habeat animam necne 

Item queritur dato quod sic quid possit esse anima mundi 

Item queritur utrum anima in principio sit perfecta quantum ad substantiam et virtutes 
et scientias 

Item queritur cum prima causa, angelus et anima cognoscant, qualiter iste tres differant 
cognitiones. 

($) The fourth set of questions is mainly devoted to medical matters 
(£8 r *>-vb) : 

Primo queritur que et quot sint cause sompnii 

Item, cum semper recipiamus alimentum, quod est causa augmentandi, quare non semper 

augmentamur ^ 

Item, cum mulier naturaliter sit frigida, unde est quod ferventior viro est in libidine 

Item queritur que complexio est magis congrua coitui 

Item quod tempus est magis congruum coitui 

Item quid est illud quod videtur cadere admodum stelle de nocte 

Item quare illud non fit de die 

Item queritur quo tempore se debent habere melius homines, in quo peius 

Item quid est illud quod solet reprimere de nocte 

Item queritur utrum aliquo modo posset capi vel saltern impediri. 

After the answers two more questions are found (^ 8 va “ vb ): 

Item queritur unde est quod quedam animalia vident de nocte, de die autem non 
Item unde est quod exiens in obscuro potest videre exeuntem in splendido, et non 
econverso. 

(6) The next set of questions concerns physical and medical matters, 
again (^8 vb -69 ra ): 

Primo queritur quare cum aliquis fremitat precatur dominum 

Item queritur quare mortuos abhominemus quos in vita dileximus 

Item queritur quare non (cum MS) aliquis inebriatur testiculis positis in aqua frigida 

Item queritur quare canities in parte anteriori contingit cicius quam in a parte posteriori. 

Item queritur quare mulieres pregnantes coitum appetant, bruta vero fugiant 

Item queritur quare cum lepus sit frigidus et sic(cus), tam citu currat 

Item queritur quare vas argenteum supra prunas plenum aqua vel vino bulliens non calefit 

Item quare vase repleto aqua calida vas calefit absente igne 

Item queritur quare pilus a muliere bibitus ad mamillam veniat 

After the answers of these questions some more are added (£8 vb -£9 ra ): 

Item queritur quare quedam animalia ruminant 

Secundo quare habent quendam folliculum, qui dicitur exta , vel rumen , in quo recipitur 
cibus priusquam intret stomachum, cuius meatus est angustus. 
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Item queritur quare equus redoxatus si totus exponitur radiis lune non moritur. Si 
autem radius lune tangat per fenestram sive per aliquod foramen, ulterius (ultera eius 
MS) moritur. 

Item quare quedam animalia ore concipiunt et ore pariunt, quedam per inferiora conci- 
piunt et per inferiora pariunt. 

Item queritur quare bos quando surgit prius levet pedes posteriores quam anteriores 

Item queritur quare pecora primo nares terre deponant quando cubant 

Item queritur quare quis in sompno loquitur damans lacrimatur 

Item queritur quare quare (!) male nutriantur infantes a nutricibus coitu utentibus. 

Item quare pueri poste nativitatem non habeant complementum actuum ut ambulandi et 

loquendi, cum bruta hoc habeant. 

(7) Next there follows a set of questions on Aristotle’s Physics (.supra 
librum Phisicorum; £9 ra -6o va ). This part opens as follows: 

Questio supra librum Phisicorum. Utrum de naturalibus possit esse scientia. Scientia est 
eorum que semper sunt et necessaria. Sed res naturales non sunt semper nec necessarie, 
quia habent substantiam que est in potentia ad opposita, ut materia prima. 

Ergo etc. <.>. 

Tunc queritur de subiecto libri Phisicorum utrum sit corpus. Et arguitur quod non, quia 
idem non potest esse subiectum tocius et partis. Sed corpus mobile est subiectum in tota 
scientia naturali. Ergo non potest esse unius partis scientie naturalis subiectum, ut liber 
Phisicorum. <. ....). 

On f. £9 va the lemma is found: Innata est nobis via cognoscendi etc . I give 
the opening lines (£9 va ): 

Innata est nobis via cognoscendi [Aristotle, Physics A, 184a 16] etc. Et queritur utrum univer¬ 
sale sit prius singulari. Et videtur quod universale sit prius, quia'est simplicius. Particulare 
enim se habet per additionem. Nam addit conditiones individuantes. Item. Primum est 
id a quo non convertitur consequentia. Item. Quod est principium essendi et cognoscendi 
particularia, prius est eis. Universale est huiusmodi. . . . etc. 


The other lemmata are: 

£9 va : Id quidem igitur [184 big] 

6o ra : Substantiam autem infinitum (for: injinitam) aut qualitatem aut passionem [18/f a 34-3 £] 
6o rb : Infinitum secundum quod infinitum incognitum est etc. [187 b 7-8]. 

After some eight blank lines another contemporary hand continues with 
three more questions (6o va-vb ): 

(a) Questio est utrum universale sit ens nature vel ab intellectu. Et arguitur quod sic 

quod sit ens nature et hoc sit illud quod predicatur substantialiter et in quid de rebus 
extra.etc. 

(b) Queritur utrum universalia sint corporalia vel incorporalia. Et arguitur quod sint 

corporales (!) sic: omne quod habet esse incorporeum, est incorporeum; universale est 
huiusmodi; ergo etc. 
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(c) Questio est utrum ipsa universalia sint in ipsis singularibus (ex universalibus MS) 
posita vel extra singularia et ab eis separata. Et arguitur primo quod sint. Hoc separatum 
est a sensibilibus quod habet esse in intellectu. Universalia sunt huiusmodi. Ergo etc. 

C. A somewhat finer hand than the one responsible for the folios 
ira-6o rb wrote the remainder of our manuscript. It certainly dates from 
the thirteenth century, probably from the first half of the century and 
contains a complete commentary on Aristotle’s Topics . This work opens 
as follows: 

Supposita divisione philosophic sciendum quod omnis loica aut est de sillogismo aut de 
partibus sillogismi. Si de sillogismo, sic est scientia libri Priorum , in quo determinat 
Aristotiles de sillogismo exemplari. 

Si autem sit de partibus, aut de partibus integralibus aut de partibus subiectivis. Et hoc 
patet. Homo enim et habet partes integrales, sicut manus et pedes et alia membra, sive 
animam et corpus; habet iterum partes subiectivas, sicut sunt Sor et Plato. Similiter 
dico de sillogismo. Si sit ergo de partibus integralibus sillogismi, aut erit de partibus 
remotis et incomplexis, aut de partibus propinquis et complexis. Si de partibus remotis 
incomplexis, sic est liber Predicamentorum , in quo determinat Aristotiles de terminis sive 
de decern predicamentis, que sunt partes remote sillogismi. Si autem sit de partibus 
propinquis sillogismi et complexis, sic est liber Peryermenias , in quo determinat Aristoti¬ 
les de enuntiatione. Que est pars propinqua sillogismi, propositio vero est pars propinqui- 
or. Si autem sit de partibus subiectivis, sic est liber Posteriorum —, in quo determinat 
Aristotiles de sillogismo demonstrative et falsigrapho —, et liber Thopicorum — in quo 
determinat de sillogismo dyaletico —, et liber Elenchorum , in quo determinat de sillo¬ 
gismo sophistico; et hoc intelligendum est de sillogismo peccante in forma. Isti enim 
sillogismi sunt partes subiective sive species sillogismi in communi sive simpliciter <. . .). 
Titulus est: incipit liber Thopicorum Aristotilis. Dicit autem Thopicorum ad differentiam 
aliorum librorum, sicut ad differentiam Priorum et Posteriorum et aliorum quos composuit 
Aristotiles. Et dicit Aristotilis ad differentiam aliorum philosophorum qui Thopica com- 
posuerunt, sicut Boecius, Themistius Grecus et Marcus Tullius Latinus, sicut testatur 
Boecius in principio Thopicorum suorum. 

Folio f. 68 vb is blank with the exception of the three first lines. The 
next folio (69 r ) opens with a new lemma: Sunt autem problematum et 
cetera. This is the opening line of Aristotle’s Topics B (= 108 b 34). 
Bok III begins on f. 73 va ; Book IV on f. 77 rb ; Book V on f. 8 2 rb ; 
Book VI on f. 86 rb ; Book VII on f. 93 rb ; Book VIII on f. 9£ ra . The last 
lemma is Amplius unam orationem et cetera (f. 109™); it is taken from 
Topics VIII, 163 b 34. The commentary seems to be complete and ends as 
follows (1 c>9 va ): 

Ad ultimum dicendum quod in Prioribus docebat actor exercitationes circa conclusiones 
speciales et ideo quod dictum fuit ibi, est intelligendum de specialibus conclusionibus, 
scilicet quod oportet scire orationes ad conclusines speciales que <.) 




incidunt in disputationibus. Hie autem dicit idem de generalibus conclusionibus et 
universalibus. Nam ad universales oportet habere orationes factas ideo quia ad eas 
habundare continue est difficile 1 . 

This commentary on the Topics is not one of the thirteenth century 
commentaries hitherto known (Boethius of Dacia, some master Elyas, 
Henry of Brussels, Adenulf of Anagni, Angelus de Camerino, Radulphus 
Brito, Simon of Faversham) 2 3 4 . It is not identical with the Expositio cuiusdam 
Roberti in Topica either, seven books of which are found in a thirteenth 
century manuscript of the Bibliotheca Nacional in Lisbon (Fundo 
Alcoba^a, cod. 175, olim 378). 


3 - The Todi redaction of Robertus Anglicus’ commentary on the 

Summule 

Preceding the above-mentioned texts Robert’s commentary on Peter 
of Spain’s Summule logicales is found in our Todi manuscript on ft’. i ra - 
£6 vb3 . The work opens with an exuberant prologue which has the 
following incipit : (1 ra ) : 

Cum divinum auxilium sit teste Platone in Thymeo* in principio cuiuslibet operis inplo- 
randum, qui sic dicit: omnibus est quasi mos et quedam religio eis qui de maximis vel de 
minimis quid dicturi sunt, deitatem deprecantur in auxilium. Et huic consonat Boetius De 
consolatione philosophies: invocandus est, inquit, omnium rerum pater, preter quern nulla 
ratione fundatur exordium. Et ut dicit Seneca quod illius ambigenda sunt beneficia de 
cuius munere cuncta duxerunt originem. Et ideo in maiori exordio invocare nomen 
Altimissimi dignum duxi ut ipse sua summa et ineffabili bonitate meo assit principio et 
processum in me exornet et me una inesse studentes in presenti consortio instruat et 
informet et ipse qui nullo fine clauditur, laudabitur, nostrum inceptum iubeat consumma- 
ri. 

In the next lines (i ra_ rb) our author goes out of his way to give quite 
a number of quotations from Aristotle, Plato’s Timaeus , Boethius* 
De consolatione philosophic , Alanus de Insulis, Cicero, Tuscul. Disputat ., 
Calcicius, Isidorus of Sevilla, Isaac Israeli, St. Augustine. Then, he 


1 Note the erroneous reading of the explicit by Leonij: . . . ideo quia eas habuere continue est difficile. 
Grabmann, referring to a letter of Auguste Pelzer, wrote: Des. Habere continue et difficile; see op. cit ., 
p. 67, n. 1. 

2 For these commentaries, see M. Grabmann, Ungedruckte Lateinische Kommentare zur Aristotehschen 
Topik aus dem 13. Jahrhundert in: Mittelalterliches Geistesleben III (Miinchen 1956), pp. 142-157. 

3 See above, p. 16. 

4 Platonis Timaeus , p. 20, 6 in: Plato Latinus: Volumen IV ed. J. Waszink. 

3 A. M. S. Boetii Philos. Consolationis Liber III, VIII, 97, ed. R. Peiper. 
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returns to his original point and goes on to give a divisio scientiarum 

(jrb-va). 

Hiis visis ad propositum redeamus. Quoniam dictum est quod homo est ex corpore et 
anima constitutus, ingeniata est duplex scientia, ut per unam corporis necessitas, per 
alteram anime sublevetur. Ilia que est corporis, mechanica appellatur, ilia que est anime, 
liberalis appellatur. Dicitur mechanica quasi manu facta , quia de operibus manuum con- 
sideratur. Vel dicitur mechanica quasi mecha scientia velud mechus vel adulter dicitur 
qui ad alium thorum appropinquat, sic intellectus quando ad res istas viles sensibiles se 

recurrat. Ista enim mechanica dividitur in architectoriam et usualem. <.>. 

Usualis sunt sex: lanificium, venatio, armatura, navigatio, rus, medicina. <.>. 

Tunc ad liberalem accedamus. Liberalis dividitur in practicam et theoricam. Et differunt 

iste scientie modo procedendi, quia practica modo grosso (?) vel stip.(?) 

procedit et theorica per causas. Adhuc differunt in fine, quia finis practice est bonum 

f. i va <.) et finis theorice veritas vite vel speculatio. <.). 

Practica dividitur in monasticam, yoconomicam et politicam. Monastica est que ordinat 
hominem ad cognitionem sui; et dicitur a monos , quod est unum, et ycos, quod est custodia; 
et hec debetur monachis et heremitis et hec datur ab Aristotile in Ethycis. Yconomica 
dicitur que docet propriam familiam ordinare. Unde yconomus grece idem est quod 
dispensator latine. Vel dicitur ab Yconomo, primo inventore huius scientie; et hec a 
Tullio libro suo De Ojficiis enodatur. Politica nominatur que docet regere populos et 
civitates. Unde dicitur a polis , quod est civitas , vel pluralitas; et hec traditur in legibus 
et decretis. 

Nunc autem ad speculativam scientiam revertamur. De qua dicit Averroys in proemio 
quod supra librum edidit Phisicorum 1 , quod homo dicitur equivoce de homine habente 
scientiam et non habente sicut de homine vero et picto. Sed, proh dolor, verbum Augus- 
tini 2 3 verificatum est dicentis: adhuc venierunt tempora et ve illis in quibus leges illiterate 
litteratas scientias obscurabunt. 

Speculativa scientia dividitur in scientiam de signis et scientiam de rebus. Scientia de 
rebus dividitur in illas tres modos sciendi quos tangit Aristotiles sexto Metaphisice 3 quando 
dicit: tres sunt modi sciendi, scilicet naturalis, mathematicus et methaphisicus, quia 
scientia de rebus aut est de rebus in materia — et tunc est naturalis —, aut de rebus 
abstractis a materia simpliciter — et tunc est mathematica —, aut de rebus que sunt in 
motu et materia, consideratis tamen preter motum et materiam; et est methaphisica. 
Unde mathesis grece quasi abstractio latine dicitur. 

Scientia naturalis dividitur secundum divisionem sui subiecti. In naturali philosophia 
subiectum est corpus mobile. Unde natura ab Aristotile dicitur principium motus et 
quietis. Aut agit (ergo MS) de corpore mobili non contracto ad aliquam materiam; et sic 
liber Phisicorum (priorum MS), qui Canon Naturalis Averroys nuncupatur. Si fit de corpore 
mobili contracto, aut contrahitur ad suum causatum; et sic est Liber Celi et Mundi in quo 
determinatur de motibus corporum supracelestium, que incorruptibilia sunt. 


1 Cfr. Aristotelis, De Physico Auditu Libri octo cum Averrois Cordubensis variis in eosdem commen- 
tariis, ed. Venetiis apud Junctas 1562: H: (Antiqua Transl.): “Utilitas eius est pars utilitatis 
scientie speculativae. Et declaratum est in scientia consyderante in operationibus voluntariis etc* *. 

2 ubi? 

3 Cfr. Arist. Metaph. E, 1025 b 18 - 1026 a 32. 
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Then he seems to make a fresh start (i va ): 

Duo sunt defectus in homine 1 2 , scilicet a parte corporis et a parte anime. Unde ad sup- 
plendum defectum a parte corporis sunt invente quedam artes mechanice, idest adulteri¬ 
ne, quia sicut filius dicitur adulterinus qui non est ex proprio patre sed ex alieno, ita 
artes mechanice dicuntur adulterine quia non sunt ex natura sed ex arte. Etsuntseptem, 
scilicet lanificium, armatura, agricultura, navigatio, venatio, medicina, et theatrica. 
Lanificium continet sub se omnem modum faciendi vestes. Armatura continet sub se 
omnem modum faciendi arma. Agricultura continet sub se omnem modum colendi 
agros. Navigatio continet sub se omnem modum navigandi. Venatio continet sub se 
omnem modum venationis. Medicina continet sub se omnem modum sanandi. Theatrica 
continet omnem modum ludendi; et dicitur a theatro , quod est quidam locus Rome depu- 
tatus ad exercendum hasti ludici ludici (!) et alios ludos. 

Ad supplendum vero defectus a parte anime fuerunt invente quedam artes liberales. Et 
sunt septem. Quarum tres sunt de sermone et faciunt trivium, scilicet gramatica, dyale- 
tica, rethorica. Alie quatuor sunt de rebus et faciunt quadrivium, scilicet arismetica, 
geometria, musica et astronomia. Dicuntur autem liberales duabus de causis; prima quia 
tantum filii liberorum solebant eas addiscere; secunda est quia liberant hominem a curis 
secularibus. 

He says he will confine himself to dialectics, but after a few lines he 
goes on to speak, again, about the scientie sermocinales . It is self-evident 
that our text is much abbreviated here (ibid.) 

Hie autem solum de dyaletica est tractandum. Ad huius ergo cognitionem [etj quatuor 
sunt inquirenda, scilicet que sit causa efficiens, materialis, formalis, et finalis. 

Causa efficiens est Aristotiles. Causa materialis est argumentatio vel modus arguendi. 
Causa formalis est modus agendi et est quintuplex, scilicet diffinitivus, divisivus, proba¬ 
tive, inprobativus et exemplorum suppositivus. Diffinitivus, quia docet diffinire, et sic 
de aliis. Et est utilis ad tria, scilicet ad obviationes, quia docet obviare; ad exercitium, 


quia reddit hominem exercitatum ad regulas aliarum artium quia probat illas <.>.* 

Ad huius autem libri cognitionem sex sunt inquirenda, scilicet causa efficiens etc. <. . . . > • 


Tres enim sunt scientie de sermone, scilicet gramatica, dyaletica, rethorica. Gramatica 
est de congruo et incongruo. Dyaletica de vero et falso. Rethorica de omato et inomato. 
Ergo sermocinali scientie supponitur liber iste. 

Next some notes on the definition of philosopbia are intersered (ibid .): 

Hiis visis diffinitiones alique notentur. Philosophia multis modis diffinitur. Primo modo 
philosophia est amor sapientie. Alio modo philosophia est sui ipsius cognitio ab homine, 
idest homo cognoscendo se cognoscit philosophiam. Alio modo philosophia est divinarum 
et humanarum etc. In hac diffinitione duo tangit: tangit enim subiectum philosophic per 
hoc quod dicit: divinarum et humanarum rerum; tangit etiam causam finalem, quia bene 
vivere est finis philosophic. 

1 For such topics, see my paper: Some Notes on the Twelfth Century Topic of The Three (Four) Human 
Evils and of Science , Virtue , and Techniques as Their Remedies in VIVARIUM g (1967), pp. 8-1 g. 

2 Here several lines must have been omitted by our scribe. 
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Et notandum quod philosophia alio modo diffinitur sic ab Augustino: philosophia est 
habere vitam mundam et incontaminatam cognitionem verorum non errante, alibi: 
philosophia est cognitio universi, idest omnium rerum, in presenti summa nobilitas, in 
futuro vera causa felicitatis eteme; cuius descriptio est in anima. Duobus autem modis 
autem diffinitur ab Ysidoro: primo sic: philosophia est divinarum humanarumque cog¬ 
nitio inquantum homini possibile est probabilis scientie; alibi: philosophia est rerum 
humanarum divinarumque cognitio coniuncta cum ratione bene vivendi. Et per hoc quod 
dicit cum ratione bene vivendi tangit causam finalem. 


Without any transitory formula another fresh start is made and what 
follows seems to be a new introduction to the Summule -commentary 
( i va-vb) : 

Dicit Aristotiles in Metaphisica 1 : omne compositum ex duobus constat, scilicet ex 
materia et forma. Unde cuiuslibet rei naturalis perfectio est a forma. Quod notat 
Aristotiles dicens: uniuscuiusque rei perfectio est a forma. Unde triplex est operatio 
(ordinatio MS) forme, scilicet ordinare, complere et disiungere. Cum ergo homo sit 
f. i vb quoddam compositum generate, oportet | quod a sua forma habeat perfici et compleri, 
scilicet ab anima, que est forma eius. Sed cum omne inperfectum habeat perfici et anima 
de se nata sit inperfecta, ut habetur in libro De Anima 2 secundum Philosophum dicentem: 
anima nata est velud tabula rasa in qua nichil depingitur et inperfecta antequam perficia- 
tur, oportet quod ab aliquo perficiatur. Perficitur autem anima duobus modis, scilicet 
virtutibus et scientiis. Patet autem quod scientiis magis indigemus. Unde videndum est 
quid sit scientia. Est ergo scientia nobilis possessio animi que distributa per partes suscipit 
incrementem et avarum dedignatur possessorem nisi publicetur cito labitur. Unde scien¬ 
dum quod quedam sunt que distributa minuuntur, ut opes temporales; alia sunt que distri¬ 
buta non diminuuntur sed semper in eodem statu remanent, ut ignis; alia sunt que distri¬ 
buta augmentantur, ut scientia, que quanto magis distribuitur tanto magis augmentatur. 
Et hoc est quod tangit quando dicit: que distributa per partes suscipit incrementum. 
Aliter traditur djffinitio quod scientia est ordinatio depicta in anima unitatis et diversita- 
tis causatorum. Unitas autem et diversitas causatorum procedit ab unita<te> prime cause, 
que est Deus. Cum enim secundum Boetium omnis multitudo procedat ab unitate, ergo 
per locum a coniugatis omnia bona procedunt a bono; quare ad cognitionem causatorum 
necessaria est cognitio prime cause, que est Deus. Sed cum ipse Deus sit infinite bonitatis 
et potentie, intellects humanus vero finitus et infiniti ad finitum nulla est proportio, in¬ 
tellects noster nequit apprehendere ipsum Deum in sua virtute et essentia, oportet 
quod prius cognoscamus creaturas ipsas, ut per cognitionem creaturarum tamquam a 
posterioribus veniamus ad cognitionem Creatoris. Et illud debet esse finis totius philoso¬ 
phic vel scientie. 

The careless composition of this prologue appears the more clearly from 
the fact that in commenting upon the initial phrase of the Summule our 


1 Cfr. Metaph ., Z. n, io37a29-30. 

2 Arist. De anima III, 42^31 ff. Cfr. Averroes vol. IX. De Animae Beatitudine 149 K 4; Themistii 
De Anima (transl. W. v. Moerbeke) Liber V, p. 221, 43. 





author again starts with the usual items, the four causes, the forma 
tractatus, its titulus , and the cui parti question: 

Dialetica est ars artium etc. In principio cuiuslibet libri quatuor sunt inquirenda, 
scilicet quid sit causa efficiens, materialis, formalis, finalis. Causa efficiens est huius 
operis magister Petrus Hyspanus. Causa materialis est duplex, scilicet sillogismus et 
partes sillogismi. Unde sillogismus est cum dico: omne animal est substantia; omnis homo 
est animal; ergo omnis <homo> est substantia. Partes sillogismi sunt tres partes omne 
animal etc. Et debemus scire quod partes sillogismi possunt tripliciter considerari: aut 
inquantum sunt propinque, aut inquantum sunt remote; aute inquantum sunt remotissi- 
me. Sed inquantum sunt propinque, sic sunt propositiones et inquantum sunt remote, sic 
sunt dictiones. Sed inquantum sunt remotissime, sic sunt sillabe. Proprietas sillogismi est 
afhrmatio et negatio. 

Causa formalis est modus vel forma tractandi et forma tractatus. Forma tractandi est 
quintuplex, scilicet diffinitiva, divisiva, probativa, inprobativa, exemplorum positiva. 
Per hoc quod dicit exemplorum positiva , tangit totum sillogismum et partes sillogismi et 
proprietates eius. Forma tractatus est divisio libri per capitula. 

Causa finalis est utilitas et ista est quadruplex. Est quedam utilitas quod (que MS) dat 
modum sciendi et iter in alias scientias. Alia est utilitas quod (que MS) dat exercitium 


(.). Tertia utilitas est quod probat suas regulas et non alias, sicut 

<.). Quarta utilitas est quod discemit verum a falso. Et sic patet que sit 


causa efficiens, materialis formalis, finalis. Et hoc est in generali et speciali. 

Accedamus ad formam tractatus. Unde in principio cuiuslibet libre sex sunt inquirenda, 
scilicet que sit causa efficiens, que materialis, que formalis, que finalis, cui parti philoso¬ 
phic supponatur. Causa efficiens est magister Petrus Hyspanus. Causa materialis triplex, 
scilicet sillogismus, partes sillogismi et proprietates partium sillogismi, sicut prius fuit 
dictum. Causa formalis est duplex: forma tractandi et forma tractatus. Forma tractandi 
est quintuplex, ut dictum est superius. Forma tractatus est divisio libri per sua capitula 
vel per suas partes. Causa finalis est triplex: propinqua, remota et remotissima. (. . . .). 
Tytulus talis est: Incipiunt tractatus Magistri Petri Hyspani. Cui parti philosophic suppona¬ 
tur? Scientie sermocinali. 


Next the lectio prima is given. It contains a divisio textus with a sententia 
lectionis in generali , then a sententia in specially followed by a set of 
notabilia and a set of questiones. I give the complete text of the first lectio 
( I vb. 2 rb): 

Hoc viso ad litteram accedamus. Unde cum divisio valeat ad tria, dividatur iste liber in 
XII capitula. Unde primum capitulum est introductionis. Et non dicitur iste liber 
introductorius tantum quoniam etiam alii libri sunt introductorii, sed iste est magis 
introductorius, quia per istum introducimur nos ad alios libros. Et istam magnam divisio- 
nem obmittamus nos causa brevitatis et accipiamus minorem. 

Unde iste primus liber dividitur in duas partes. In prima diffinit dyaleticam. In secunda 
determinat de principiis incomplete dyaletice. Secunda pars ibi: Sonus. Ubi presens 
lectio finietur. Prima pars est presentis lectionis. Et dividitur in quatuor partes causa 
brevitatis. In prima parte diffinit dyaleticam. In secunda ponit conclusionem. In tertia 
ponit ethymologiam. In quarta ostendit a quo sit incepturus. Prima est in principio 
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lectionis. secunda ibi: Et ideo in acquisitione. Tertia ibi: dyaletica dicitur a dya. Quarta ibi: 
Sed quia disputatio. 

Et hec est sententia lectionis in generali. In speciali sic procedit circa partem primam. 
Dyaletica etc. Hie ponuntur due clausule. Prima est de ars artium f secunda de hoc quod 
dicit: ad omnium methodorum. Per hoc quod dicit ars artium denotat excellentiam per 
unam regulam, quia omnis genitivus pluralis reflexus super nominativum denotat excel¬ 
lentiam, ut Deus deorum , virgo virginum , ars artium. Vel dico ars artium per excellentiam 
non quod sit nobilior aliis scientiis, sed quia prebet modum aliis scientiis vel deservit 
f. 2 ra aliis sci | entiis, sicut manus dicitur organum organorum non quia sit nobilior aliis membris, 
sed quia deservit aliis membris. Vel dicitur ars artium quasi domina aliarum artium per 
excellentiam eoquod omnibus aliis scientiis prebeat iter. Vel sic: ars arcium idest forma 
et lux aliarum artium, quia sicut lux illuminat visibile, sic dyaletica illuminat alias artes. 
Alia est cum dicit ad omnium methodorum etc., idest habet viam cognoscendi ad omnium, 
idest ad omnes alias artes. Unde principium in loyca idem est quod regula in gramatica. 
Methodus idem est quod brevis via vel brevis scientia vel brevis ars. 

Et hec est explanatio prime partis. Incipit secunda. In qua ponit conclusionem dicens: 
postquam ita est quod dyaletica est ars artium per hoc quod dicit complete cessat obiectio 
que posset fieri ab aliquo, quia posset dicere aliquis: ego video quod prius acquirimus 
gramaticam quam loycam; ergo gramaticam prior debet esse in acquisitione. Solvitur 
hoc per quandam distinctionem que posset fieri quia acquirere potest esse complete vel 
incomplete. Si loquar de acquisitione incomplete, dico quod gramatica debet (esse) c 
prior acquiri. Si complete, sic dico quod dyaletica est prior. 

Postea sequitur ilia pars in qua ponit ethymologiam. Unde differentia est inter ethymolo- 
giam et interpretationem. Ethymologia est quando latinum exponitur per grecum vel 
grecum per latinum. Interpretatio quando latinum per aliud latinum, ut est hie: lapis 
dicitur quasi ledens pedem. Unde dyaletica dicitur a dya , quod est duo, et (vel MS) lexis , 
quod est ratio f scilicet opponentis et respondentis in disputatione. 

Dicis tu quod dyaletica non potest haberi nisi disputando. Ego video quod aliquis habeat 
istam scientiam sine disputatione quamvis habeatur (habeant MS) cum disputatione. 
Dico quod non possit habere plene et perfecte. 

Et ita est finita tertia pars et incipit quarta. In qua ostendit a quo sit incepturus. Et dicit 
sic: Sed quia disputatio non possit haberi nisi mediante sermone nec sermo nisi mediante voce 
quia omnis vox est sonus f ideo a sono tamquam a priori est inchoandum y hocest incipiendum. 
Finita est sententia lectionis in generali et in speciali. 

Ad evidentiam lectionis possumus aliqua notare et aliqua dubitare. 

Primum notabile est quod omnis cognitio rei aut fit per operationem aut per speculatio- 
nem. Si per operationem, sic habemus artem vel facultatem. Et hoc diversimode, quia 
ars artat nos ad suas regulas. Alio modo est facultas quia reddit nos faciles. Si per specula- 
tionem, hoc est tripliciter. Aut in comparatione ad doctorem; sic est doctrina. Aut in 
comparatione ad discipulum; et sic est disciplina. Aut in comparatione ad animam 
rationalem; sic est scientia; et hoc triplex: aut in habendo respectum in se aut absolute 
in se; sic est scientia. Si ad aliud, aut addit circa illam scientiam saporem; et sic est 
sapientia; aut addit amorem; sic est philosophia, quia philosophus est amator sapientie. 
Unde est obiectio: quicumque amat philosophiam, est philosophus; sed rusticus amat 
philosophiam; ergo est philosophus. 

Solutio. Differentia est inter amare et desiderare. Amare est cognitio(!) rei habite; 
desiderare est cognitio rei habende. 

Secundum notabile est quod dyaletica dicitur a dya , quod est duo, et logos , quod est 
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sermo, vel lexis , quod est ratio. Per hoc quod dicit logos , comprehendit istas tres scientias, 
scilicet gramaticam, dyaleticam, rethoricam, quia iste tres scientie sunt de sermone. 
Per hoc quod dicit a dya, quod est duo, et lexis , quod est ratio, et hoc duobus modis: aut 
discernit unum oppositum ab alio opposito; et sic sunt iste tres: gramatica, dyaletica, re- 
thorica. Aut discernit verum a falso. Et sic est dyaletica solummodo. 

Tertium notabile est quod dyaletica et loyca possunt dupliciter considerari: aut largo 
modo, aut stricto modo. Si consideretur stricto modo, sic est liber Topicorum. Si largo 
modo, sic est loyca, que comprehendit omnes libros loycales. 

Quartum est quod gramatica et loyca possunt considerari duobus modis: aut in via doctri¬ 
ne, aut in via scientie. Si in via doctrine, sic dico quod gramatica precedit dyaleticam. 
Si in via scientie, sic precedit dyaletica. 

Quintum est quod scientia potest habere duobus modis: aut per infusionem; et sic 
habuerunt sancti; aut per inventionem; et hoc dupliciter; aut per inventionem, et sic 
habuerunt philosophi; aut per doctrinam; <et sic habemus) nos sequaces. 

Sextum est quod philosophia est divinarum humanarumque rerum certa cognitio iuncta 
cum ratione bene vivendi. Alio modo dicitur cognitio universi cuius descriptio in anima 
est <in> c presenti, summa nobilitas in futuro est causa summe felicitatis. 

Septimum notabile est quod ab Augustino dyaletica sic diffinitur: dyaletica est scientia 
que esurientes pascit, sicientes reficit, mutos loqui facit, linguas ballutiencium dirigit, 
animam rationalem ad alias scientias ordinat et disponit. 

Octavum notabile est quod ars est collectio multorum preceptorum ad unum finem 
tendentium. Aliter: ars est finitum infinitatis compendium rationis insigne miraculum, 

quam si per se consideres minimam invenies quantitatem <.>*. 

Nonum (octavum MS) notabile <est> quod tractatus est brevis liber et utilis a doctorum 
codicibus compilatus. Item. Introductio est brevis et aperta demonstratio. 

Decimum (decimus MS) est quod dyaletica potest duobus modis considerari. Uno modo 
secundum quod est docens; et sic est scientia. Alio modo secundum quod est utens; 
et sic est ars. Item. Adhuc potest duobus modis considerari. Aut secundum quod deservit 
aliis scientiis; et sic est ancilla et vilior. Si consideretur secundum quod dat modum 
sciendi et informat cognitionem ad alias scientias, sic est nobilior. 

Queritur utrum dyaletica debeat precedere gramaticam. Et videtur quod sic. Via precedit 
id cuius est via. Sed dyaletica est via ad alias scientias <.>; ergo prece¬ 

dit. Ad idem. Dyaletica considerat verum et falsum, gramaticus congruum et incongruum. 
Sed veritas et falsitas oritur ex significatis, congruitas et incongruitas ex modis significandi. 
2rb Sed significatum precedit modum significandi. Ergo loyca prece | dit gramaticam. 

Sed contra. Quod gramatica precedat probo. Gramatica considerat generalia significata, 
dyaletica specialia. Sed generate precedit speciale. Ergo gramatica precedit dyaleticam. 
Item. Littere et sillabe sunt partes gramatice, dictiones et orationes loyce. Sed littera et 
sillaba precedunt dictionem et orationem. Ergo etc. 

Solutio. Gramatica et loyca possunt dupliciter considerari: aut prout est in via doctrine; 
et sic gramatica precedit dyaleticam. Si in via scientie, dyaletica precedit gramaticam. 
Et sic solvitur. 

Alia questio est utrum dyaletica sit scientia. Et quod non sit scientia probo. Si dyaletica 
esset scientia, aut esset per inventionem aut per doctrinam. Quod non sit per inventionem 
patet, quia contingeret ut aliquis esset a quo haberemus earn, et de illo aliam; et sic 

1 This definition is incomplete in our manuscript. Cp. Log. Mod. IIi, p. ij$. 
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esset procedere in infinitum. Item alia ratione. Omnis scientia supponit sua principia; 
Sed dyaletica non supponit, immo probat. Ergo non est scientia. Item. Omne illud quod 
transcendit aliam scientiam, non est scientia. Sed dyaletica transcendit. Ergo non est 
scientia dyaleitica. 

Solutio. Respondeo primo ad primum. Quando tu dicis quod omnis scientia aut fit per 
inventionem aut per doctrinam, duplex est inventio, scilicet extranea et per sensum. Si 
extranea, sic concedo quod dyaletica non sit scientia. Si per sensum, sic dico quod est 
scientia. 

Ad secundum argumentum respondeo. Quando tu dicis quod omnis scientia supponit 
sua principia, dico quod dyaletica potest duobus modis considerari: aut secundum 
quod est docens, et sic dico quod supponit sua principia. Aut secundum quod est utens. 
Et sic dico quod non subponit sed probat. 

Ad tertium argumentum respondeo. Quando tu dicis quod transcendit alias a se; $ed 
dyaletica transcendit; ergo etc. Et est ibi distributio accommoda, ut 'celum tang it omnia 
alias a se. Sic dyaletica transcendit alias a se. 

That the text of our commentary is the result of lectures may appear 
from such clauses as ubijinitur lectio hodierna (2 rb ). 

The order of the tracts is in the Todi manuscript: 

Prologus: i ra_rb 

I De introduction!bus : irb_ IQ rb 

II De predicabilibus : io rb -i 2 vb and 37 ra-vb 1 

III De sillogismis : 37^-40™ 

IV De locis 4o ra ~44 va 

V De suppositionibus 44^-47 rb 

VI De predicamentis 47 rb -48 vb and 2 £ ra -29 ra 

VII De fallaciis : 2 9 ra -36 vb and 1 3 ra -24 rb 

VIII De relativis : 24 rb - vb and 49 ra -£o rb 

IX De ampliationibus et appellationibus: £o rb -£o vb 

X De restrictionibus : £o vb -£2 va 

XI De distributionibus : £2 va -£6 vb . 

A few remarks are called for. Although the author speaks of a division 
into twelve chapters, the tracts De ampliationibus and De appellationibus 
are taken together as the ninth chapter, with the result that instead of the 
usual twelve chapters the final number is eleven. This seems to confirm the 
abbreviatory character of this redaction of Robert’s commentary and fits 
in well with the rather clumsy composition of the prologue, which can be 
explained most plausibly as the result of a somewhat hasty compilation 2 . 

The first capitulum or liber is called introductions. The introductory 
character of the whole Summule is conceded by our author, but the first 

1 Notice the incorrect binding of the first four squires. See above, p. 16. 

* See above, p. 2£. 
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chapter is introductory par excellence , he says, so that it is given the title 
De introductionibus. In this connection it must be noticed that the complete 
work by Peter of Spain was not entitled Introductiones nor Summule 
logicales , but Tractatus Magistri Petri Hyspani (i vb ). In some commentaries 
the title Introductiones is found, but this title is certainly to be considered 
as that of the first chapter only. So in the wide-spread thirteenth century 
anonymous commentary Omnes homines 1 , found in at least seven manu¬ 
scripts 2 , we read : Titulus libri est iste: Introductiones magistri Petri Yspani 
(Nuremberg, Germ. Mus. cod. 27773, f. ioo vb ), and in the first redaction 
of Robert’s commentary: Tytulus autem talis est: Incipiunt introductiones 
magistri Petri Yspani (Vat. Lat. 3049, f. 2 rb ) 3 . That for Robert the correct 
title of Peter’s work is not introductiones but tractatus appears from the 
explicit of the same manuscript (Vat. Lat. 3049, f. 8i rb ): Finita est ista 
compilatio super tractans (for: tractatus ) etc. 4 . 

Furthermore, the unusual place of De predicamentis (after the tract of 
supposition) can be noticed. Then, the tract De jallaciis discusses the 
so-called Fallacie maiores, not the short version that is found in part of the 
older manuscripts, such as Vat. Reg. Lat. nog, which Bochenski used 
for his edition of Peter’s Summule s. 

The text of this redaction of Robert’s commentary often differs 
considerably from that of the Rome redaction. The deviations are indeed 
so striking that one would be inclined to take them for two different 
commentaries. The numerous similarities and parallellous passages 
might be explained, in that supposition, as the resemblances and parallells 
between different authors that are quite usual in that kind of commentary. 
However, one glance at the explicit of the Todi redaction suffices to 
know that we really have to do with two redactions of the same work. 
As a matter of fact the work has two colophons in the Todi manuscript. 
On f. ^6 V under the second column we read: Expliciunt glosule composite 
a magistro R. Anglico super tractatum magistri P. Flyspani extracte a tota logyca 
nova et veteri. DEO GRACIAS. 

1 See Grabmann, Handschriftliche Forschungen und Funde , pp. 67-69. 

2 Munich, C.L.M. 4603; 69022.294; Paris, B.N. Nouv. Acq. lat. 308; Nuremberg, Germanisches 
Museum, cod. 27.773; Escorial, cod. Fol. Ill, 26, and Vienna, V.P.L. 2389. 

3 Grabmann wrongly took the title introductiones for the whole book. See the introduction to his 
edition of William of Shyreswood’s Introductiones in logicam (Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akade- 
mie der Wissenschaften, Phil.-Hist. Klasse 1937, Heft 10, Miinchen 1937, p. 16). In my view the 
title Introductiones for William’s work is not correct either. 

4 See above, p. 14 and below, pp. 31-32. 

5 Like most of the supposed first class manuscripts, the manuscript Vat. Reg. Lat. 1205 has been 
overestimated so far. It contains some apparent interpolations. See my first paper in this series in 
VIVARIUM 7 (1968), pp. 1-34. 
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This colophon was written by our scribe under the first part of the 
fragment on fallacies following immediately after our commentary 1 . 
The commentary itself ends as follows (^6 vb ): 

Item. Notandum quod infinitum uno modo dicit privationem finite exceptionis (!). 
Alio modo dicit privationem finite multi nis (multitudinis or multiplicationis ?; cfr. 
Vat. Lat. 3049, f.8i rb ). Primo modo est passio quantitatis continue, secundo modo 
discrete. Item. Notandum quod nomen infinitum est nomen simplex secundum quod est 
signum et inpositum ad significandum unam rem, ut dictum est. 

Finita est ista compilacio super tractatus a magistro R. Anglico, in qua prout conari 
circa materiam explanandi potuit magistri P. Hyspani. 

In spite of the numerous striking differences between the wording of our 
commentaries, we can safely assume that the Rome and Todi manuscripts 
present a double redaction of one master’s commentary on Peter of 
Spain’s Summule logicales. 

A striking difference between both redactions, however, is that in 
the Todi redaction the explanatory parts are much shorter than in the 
Rome redaction, and that the former, in order to elucidate the matter 
dealt with, inserts more questions and sophisms. This feature seems to 
point to a later composition of the Todi version 2 . 


As to the clumsy colophon found at the end of both redactions, the Todi 
manuscript suffices, if necessary at all, to show the incompetence of the 
scribe of the Rome manuscript, which actually has supra tractans instead 
of super tractatus , and conati instead of conari. However, the colophon 
even in its Todi version still affords plenty of difficulties. In Rome the 
word prout was apparently overseen before conari. Todi, at the other 
hand, reads potuit instead of potest , which might be explained as a hint for 
the priority of the redaction of our commentary as found in the Rome 
manuscript 3 , and it has potuit after the phrase materiam explanandi. Rome 
omits circa before materiam. I would suppose that the clumsy word dacio 
read in the Rome manuscript before magistri Petri Yspani is the scribe’s 
misreading for an inserted circa , which he took from the margin and 
put in on the wrong place. That he was a very unreliable copyist we 
have already seen. Both manuscripts have explanandi. The gerund does 
not fit in here; moreover a verbumJinitum is missing. I think we have 
to read something like explanavit. 


1 See above, p. 30. 

2 See also below, p. 44. 

3 For this priority, see also below, p. 44. 
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With all due reservation 1 would propose to read the original 
colophon as follows: 

Finite est ista compilacio super tractatus a magistro Roberto Anglico. In qua prout 
conari potest circa materiam explanavit Magistri Petri Yspani. 

The Rome manuscript contains a valuable addition about the date of 
composition. Unfortunately the date proper must be considered as 
corrupt, since the year 1207 is certainly wrong: 

Anno Domini millesimo ducentesimo septimo men<se> maij tercia decima die, sole 
existente invire 1 (81 v *) octavo gradu thauri. 2 . 

The date May 13 th, 1207 is impossible, since Peter of Spain’s Summule 
logicales cannot possibly have been written at so an early date 3 4 * . But how 
to correct our text? Grabmann, who considered Robert Kilwardby to be 
the author of our commentary, proposed to supply quadragesimo or 
quinquagesimo before septimo *. To my mind this is a quite arbitrary 
encroachment upon the manuscript reading. From the palaeographical 
point of view other conjectures would be more appropriate; e.g. 
trecentesimo instead of ducentesimo (our scribe may have had or read in his 
text C C instead of C C C); or one may read septuagesimo instead of 
septimo , or {septuagesimo) septimo . In these cases we would have, respective¬ 
ly, the dates 1307, 1270, and 1277 as the possible dates for the compo¬ 
sition of our text. The first conjecture can be dismissed for other 
reasons: our commentary must have been written before that by Simon 
of Favershams, who died in 1306 and wrote probably his commentary 
at some date about 1280 at the latest 6 . Thus, 1270 and 1277 are left as 
possible dates. In order to solve this question, we have to establish 
Robertus Anglicus’ identity first. 


1 For a correction of this word, see below, p. 33. 

2 See above, p. 14. 

3 It should be noticed that the author died in 1277. The earliest possible date of the Summule would 
be in the 1220’s or earlier 1230*8, I think. 

4 Handschriftliche Forschungen und Funde , p. 67, n. 1. 

s See below, pp. 40 ff. 

6 See L. M. de Rijk, Simon of Faversham as a Commentator of the Tracts l-V of the Summule, in VI¬ 
VARIUM 6 (1968), [pp. 69-101), p. 76. 
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4 - The identity of Robertus Anglicus 

Several Mediaeval scholars were called Robertus Anglicus. As a matter of 
fact Fabricius mentions a Robertus Anglicus in his Bibliotheca mediae 
aetatis , published in 1746 (VI, pp. 379-380; second edition, p. 13 s 1 ). 
He was bishop of Olmutz in 1201 and is to be dismissed therefore. 
Several other Mediaeval scholars were sumamed Robertus Anglicus , e.a. 
one Robertus Orfordius O.P., a theologian who was born at Erfort and 
became master of theology at Oxford. He is alleged to have been one of 
the stoutest defenders of Thomas Aquinas. He cannot be considered here 
either. 

Through the important studies of Paul Tannery we know alx>ut a 
Robertus Anglicus who wrote on mathematical and astronomical subjects 
at Montpellier in the first half of the 1270V. Tannery rightly rejects an 
identification of this Robertus with Robert Grosseteste (d. 12^3) and 
with Robert Kilwardby. The first rejection is self-evident because of the 
date of Grosseteste’s death (12^3). That our scholar cannot have been 
Robert Kilwardby either, needs more adstruction. 

Let we start with the colophon of some of the manuscripts containing 
Robertus Anglicus’ Tractatus quadrantis or his Tractatus de sphera 2 3 . The 
thirteenth century manuscript Paris, B. N. Lat. 7392* gives as the explicit 
of the Tractatus de spera Jo. de Sacrobosco ad glo < sas ) RO ( BERTI > A nglici 
(flf. 2 ra -43 rb ): 

Finita est ista compilacio super materiam de spera celesti ad maiorem introductionem 
scolarium in Monte Pessulano studentium, quem composuit Magister Ro. Anglicus et 
finivit a.d. 1271 sole existente in primo gradu tauri et scorpione existente in ascendente. 
Explicit tractatus de spera (43 rb ) 4 . 

1 Paul Tannery, Le traite du quadrant de maitre Robert Angles (Montpellier, XIII e si^clec.) Texte latin e* 
ancienne traduction grecque in: Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Biblioth&que Nationale et autre 
bibliothiques, publics par l*Acad£mie des inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 3^,2, Paris 1897, pp. £61-639. 

2 The work was edited and translated by Lynn Thorndike, The Sphere of Sacrobosco and Its Commen¬ 
tators (The University of Chicago Press 1949), pp. 143-246. 

3 Tannery’s date (XIV e siicle) does not hold good for the second part of the manuscript, since the 
colophon of the tract on logic it contains gives 1293 as the date of writing. For this manuscript, 
see L. M. de Rijk, On The Genuine Text of Peter of Spain*s Summule Logicales I: General problems 
concerning possible interpolations in the manuscripts, in: VIVARIUM 6 (1968), [pp. 1-34], pp. 
24-3 3 * 

4 Not f. 43 v , as is said by Tannery. The text opens on f. 2 ra (not: 1 v as Tannery has it) with a 

prologue: Tractatum De Spera in quatuor capitula distinguimus , dicentes in primo quid sit spera . 

etc. containing John de Sacrobosco’s text. Robert’s gloss begins on f. 2 va : Una sciencia est nobilior 
altera dupliciter , aut quia est de nobiliori subiecto , aut quia certiori modo procedit. Inter alias igitur scientias 
astronomia inetur (? for: invenitur) dici nobilissima tarn quia est de nobiliori subiecto, quoniam est de 
corpore celesti ingenerabili et incorruptibili , quod est corpus nobilissimum , turn quia certiori modo procedit , 
quoniam demonstrative procedit . . . etc. 
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A similar colophon is found in Oxford, Bodleian Library, ms. Digby 
48, f. 88 r , with the exception of the date (here: 1 272) 1 . Since one of the 
manuscripts containing the Tractatus quadrantis 2 has as the date of writing 
1 276 s , we must take the year 1 276 as its terminus ante quern. 

From this evidence the conclusion may be drawn that Robert 
Anglicus, the author of a Tractatus quadrantis and a commentary on the 
well-known tract De sphera by John de Sacrobosco, taught at Montpellier 
about 1271-72. The question arises whether this author may be identified 
with Robert Kilwardby. Tannery seems to be right in rejecting this 
identification*. Tannery’s main argument was the apparent lack of 
interest in mathematical and astronomical subjects on the part of 
Kilwardby, since nothing in the lists of his extant writings indicates any 
special interest of that kind. Some forty years ago two scholars, M. 
Alliaume 5 and P. Humbert 6 , believed to be able to undermine this 
argument of Tannery’s by pointing to certain treatises “de aritmetica , 
de geometria , de astronomia Roberti Kilwardby , prioris provincialis Jratrum 
predicatorum in provincia Anglie found, according to Laude’s catalogue, in 
the public library of Bruges (cod. gio). Humbert supposed that about 
1240 7 , soon after the founding of the University 8 , Kilwardby was 

1 See Josiah Cox Russell, Writers of Thirteenth Century England, London 1936, p. 129. The MS Salzburg 
Sankt Peter, cod 27.9, dating from 1293 has the same explicit but instead of Montpessulano: Parisius. 

2 Cambridge, University Library, MS 1767. See Tannery, op. cit., p. £74. This copy is ascribed to 
Io. de Montepessulano. For the incorrectness of this attribution, see Tannery, op. cit., pp. 370-^71; 
£ 74 J £ 78 . 

3 It was edited by Tannery, op. cit., pp. £93-639. 

4 Mrs. Ellen M. F. Sommer-Seckendorff is certainly wrong when in he book on Robert Kilwardby 
(Studies in The Life of Robert Kilwardby. OP., Dissertationes historicae VIII of the Institutum Historicum 
FF. Predicatorum Romae ad S. Sabinae, Rome 1937, p. 11) she writes that Tannery “sought to 
establish an identity between our Schoolman (viz. Robert Kilwardby) and a certain Robertus Anglicus 
who lived and pursued his mathematical investigations at Montpellier in the sixties of the century . . 
Tannery considered the possibility of Kilwardby having composed both these mathematical works, 
but . . . the French author pursued the matter no further”. In fact Tannery clearly rejected such 
an identification; see op. cit., p. s 79 : cette hypothec me parait devoir etre ecartee. 

5 M. Alliaume, Etude nomographique du quadrant de Robert TAnglais in: Annales de la Soci6t6 scienti- 
fique de Bruxelles 45 (1926), [pp. 139-148], p. 140, n. 4. 

6 P. Humbert, Maitre Robert VAnglais in Vie Intellectuelle 4 (1932), t. XIV, pp. 81-86. 

7 In fact, a Robertus Anglicus was at Montpellier in 1240. See A. Germain, Cartulaire de VUniversite 
de Montpellier , public sous les auspices du Conseil general des Facultas de Montpellier, I (1181 -1400), 
Montpellier 1890, p. 190, where a Robertus Anglicus is among the subscribers of a document dating 
from 14 and 21 January 1240 and containing the complementary statuts of the University of Mont¬ 
pellier: Desiderius de Valensa, frater Guillermus de Conchis O.F.M., Johannes Anglicus, Robertus 
Anglicus , Stephanus Rinna de Ronha, Johannes Bona Flandrensis, Felix de Tranbleto, Petrus de 
Assura. It should be noticed that none of them signed as magister. 

8 This not correct. The facultas medicinae dates from as early as 1181, the facultas iuris from about 
the same time, while the facultas artium certainly existed as early as 1220. SeeH. Denifle, Die Ent- 
stehung der Universitdten des Mittelalters bis 1400 , Berlin 1 88$, (reprint Graz 19^6), pp. 341-347. 
Denifle rightly stressed the fact that Montpellier was a studium generate per consuetudinem, op. cit., p. 347). 
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teaching at Montpellier and that he returned to England later, but 
revisited Montpellier in 1271, on the occasion of the General Chapter 
of the Black Friars held there, and that Kilwardby took this opportunity 
of publishing the commentary on De sphera . 

Several points of Humbert’s view need comment. First, Alliaume 
and Humbert were misled by the inaccurate information given in this 
old catalogue, and failed to see that the treatises found in the Bruges 
manuscript are nothing but parts of Kilwardby’s treatise De ortu scienti- 
arum 1 . As a matter of fact this work contains some chapters on these 
subjects which exhibit the usual level of knowledge any master of arts 
was required and supposed to possess in Kilwardby’s days. Moreover, as 
is rightly pointed out by Mrs. Sommer-Seckendorff, Kilwardby in 
De ortu scientiarum expresses a pronounced mistrust of astrology which, 
in so far as it deals with meteorology, he allowes to be a science, although 
as yet too underdeveloped to be reliable, while that which was concerned 
with the horoscope and divination, was strongly condemned by him as 
superstition and magic. 2 Therefore Tannery’s argument is still to be 
considered as telling against Kilwardby’s authorship of the tracts under 
discussion and, accordingly, against an identification of Kilwardby and 
our Robertus Anglicus. 

Secondly, we know that from about the middle of the 1240’s, the 
date of his assuming the Black Friars’ habit*, he had devoted himself 
entirely to theology, as is quite plausible because of his general reputation 
as a great theologian among his contemporaries, which he must have 
gained before his election as Provincial in 1261*. Well, how can it 
possibly be explained, in Humbert’s view, that coming as a Provincial on 
the General Chapter at Montpellier, about ten years after ending his 
academic career devoted entirely, it seems, to theologian studies from 
about 1248 to 1261, Kilwardby suddenly decided to publish at Mont¬ 
pellier a treatise he must have already composed many years before, ad 
maiorem introductionem scolarium in Montepessulano studentium? Why would 
he have waited so long?* 

One conclusion only can be drawn from our evidence: Robert 
Kilwardby cannot be the author of the Tractatus quadrantis nor of the 
commentary on Sacrobosco’s De sphera. 

1 See the modem catalogue by A. de Poorter. 

2 op. cit. y (see above, p. 8, n. 3), p. 13. 

3 See Sommer-Seckendorff, op. cit. y p. 

* See ibid. p. 6. 

3 Mrs. Sommer-Seckendorff is perfectly right in rejecting Humbert’s conjectures on this ground. 
See op. cit. p. 1 2. 
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But who was Robertus Anglicus named as the author of these 
treatises? Mrs. Sommer-Seckendorff believed 1 that the question finds 
an unexpected solution through some information given by P. Glorieux 
in his work on the thirteenth century theological masters of Paris. In his 
article on John of St. Giles Glorieux notes among the works of this 
master listed under gg: Tractatus quadrantis veteris , the incipit of which is 
identical with that of the tract ascribed to our master. Robertus Anglicus 
(Geometrie due sunt partes) 2 . However, in the manuscripts mentioned by 
Glorieux our tract is either anonymous or ascribed to one Io. de Mon- 
tepessulano (c.q. Io. Anglicus). As a matter of fact none of the 38 manuscript 
copies of this work so far known 3 ascribes it to John of St. Giles (Johan¬ 
nes de S. Egidio). As to the attribution to one Jo. de Montepessulano, 
Tannery has convincingly shown that the reading Io must be the result of 
a misreading of ro. (for: Robertus)*. Therefore, Mrs. Sommer’s thesis 
must be rejected as disproved by all manuscript evidence. 

To my mind, sound philology demands to assume the existence of 
one Robertus Anglicus who taught at Montpellier in the early 1270’s and 
wrote a Tractatus quadrantis and a commentary on John de Sacrobosco’s 
De sphera. An identification of our Robert with any other author 
hitherto known is not justified 3 * . Unfortunately, no master Robertus 
Anglicus is mentioned in the documents concerning the university of 
Montpellier 6 . There is mentioned one Robertus Anglicus , who, however, 
is not called magister , in the University Cartularium edited by Germain, 
for the year 1240 7 . It is impossible so far to decide whether he is the 
Robertus Anglicus who is mentioned in the colophon of the commentary 
of John of Sacrobosco as teaching at Montpellier in 1271-1272 8 . Tannery 
(op. cit ., pp. ^83-^8^) suggests that Robert’s knowledge of the quadrant 
follows that of William Anglicus (who is mainly known as a physician 


1 op. cit., pp. 13-14. 

2 Palemon Glorieux, Repertoire des Maitres en theologie de Paris au XIII e siecle, Paris 1933, nr. 3, p. 53. 

3 See Tannery, op. cit., pp. 570-575 , who mentions 35 copies, and Josiah Cox Russell, op. cit., 
p. 129, who adds Oxford, Bodleian Library, Canon. Ital. 1S7 (XIV s.) and London, British Museum, 
MS. Egerton 844. To these should be added Paris, B. N. Lot. 15-21. 

4 See op. cit., pp. 570-574 and 578-579. 

s Leaving the question of Robert’s nationality undecided Tannery supposed (op. cit., pp. 580-581) 
that his surname Anglicus, possibly stands for Angles, being the langue d’oc orthography for Anglicus, 
just as Langlois was usual in Francia, and Inglese in Italy. 

6 I recently investigated at Montpellier all the documents mentioned by Henri Stein in his Biblio¬ 
graphic generale des cartulaires fran^ai* ou relatifs a Vhistoire de France, Paris 1907, s.v. Montpellier. 

7 See above, p. 34, n. 7. 

8 See above, p. 34. 
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and an astrologer and whose life is evidenced for the period 1219-30^, 
so closely that some relationship between them may be assumed 1 2 . 

Russell believes 3 that our Robert is apparently the author of a 
translation of Alkindi’s De iudiciis. In fact one of the manuscript copies 
of this translation bears the title: Alkindus de iudiciis ex arabico latinus 
f actus per Robertum Anglicum an. dom. 12J2*. However, the transcription 
dates from the sixteenth century and the colophon runs: Finit liber 

Alkindi translatio Roberti Angligene de ch ., which surname is 

apparently to be read as de Chebil or de Choelle, as it is read in some older 
copies of the work, e.g. Oxford, Bodleian Library, Ashmole 209, 
f. 2 66 r ( Finit liber Alkindi translatio Roberti Angligene de Chebil),'' or 
Ashmole 369, f. ioi v (dating from as early as the thirteenth century) 3 * . 
In my view there is no reason to ascribe this work to our Robertus 
Anglicus. On the contrary, the clear attribution of this work to an 
author named Robertus Angligena de Chebil or de Choelle, or Robert oj 
Chester, as he is named in a manuscript of the British Museum 6 7 , seems to 
exclude an identification with our Robertus Anglicus. 


The question must be answered now whether the Robertus Anglicus, who 
is the author of Tractatus quadrantis and the commentary on John de 
Sacrobosco’s De sphera 7 may be also the author of the two redactions of 
the commentary on Peter of Spain’s Summule logicales which we found in 


1 The MS Sevilla, Biblioteca Capitulary Colombina g — i - 2 g has the colophon: explicit astrologia 
magistri Werbillini (!), civis Massiliensis , qui anglicus est natione, professione medicus, astronomus appellatus, 
compilata per ipsum anno domini 1220 (f. 33 r ). 

2 There is a treatise on Sacrobosco’s De Sphera in Cambridge, Gonville and Caius College , MS 137, 
ff. 1 £-24 with the colophon: Explicit spera magistri Roberti venerabilis clerici confessoris episcopi Lincol- 
niensis (see the catalogue by James, p. 150). Russell (op. cit., p. 130) rightly suggests that this 
master was confessor to Robert Grosseteste, bishop of Lincoln 1235-1253, who was himself 
interested in those matters. However, there seems to be no reason to identify our Robertus Anglicus 
with this master. If we really are to identify him with a Robertus Anglicus , the one mentioned in the 
Cartularium in 1240 cannot be considered, it seems, while our Robertus Anglicus would be a 
possible candidate. Everything considered, I take such identifications as highly speculative. 

3 op. cit., p. 129. 

4 Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Ashmole 1 79, part 4. The same text is found in the colophon of the 
16th-17th century transcript of the work in Oxford, Bodleian Library, Digby 91 f. 86: Alkindus de 
de iudiciis ex arabico latinus factus per Robertum Anglicum anno Domini 1272. 

3 The sixteenth century copy Ashmole 434, has (f. 23 v ) : Finit liber Alkindi translatio Roberti Angligene 
c-h-o — e — 1-1 — e. 

6 App. VI, f. io9 v ; see Lynn. Thorndike and Pearl Kibre, A Catalogue of Incipits of Mediaeval 
Scientific Writings in Latin , Cambridge Mass. 1937, p. 102. 

7 Thorndike (The Sphere of Sacrobosco etc.), does not pay any attention to Robert Anglicus’ iden¬ 
tity. 
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the Vatican and Todi manuscripts. Three arguments can be adduced in 
favour of the identity of our author with the teacher of Montpellier. 

First, the remarkable similarity of the colophon in both the Rome 
and Todi redaction of the Summule commentary with that of the De 
sphera commentary as found in Paris, B. N. Lat. 7392 and Oxford, 
Bodleian Library, Digby 48 1 . This correspondence is the more noticeable 
since this kind of colophon which is well-known, indeed, from works 
discussing quadrivium subjects, is very unusual in tracts on grammar or 
dialectics. If our surmise about the identity of our author and the teacher 
of Montpellier is correct, both conjectural corrections of the Vatican 
colophon (discussed above, p. 32) may be right, as both 1270 and 
1277 fit in pretty well with the dates mentioned in the colophons of 
Robert’s commentary on De sphera (1271 and 1272). On palaeographical 
grounds the year 1270 (septuagesimo instead of septimo) seems to be the 
more preferable. 

Secondly, the occurrence of several sets of medical, astronomical 
and meteorological notes added in the Todi manuscript by the same hand 
that wrote our Summule commentary 1 2 3 4 , is a reliable clue for the scientific 
interest of the school where that commentary was written and used in 
class*. Well, the first school to be considered in this regard is that of 
Montpellier, where one Robertus Anglicus is reported to have been a 
teacher in the i2 7o’s. 

Thirdly, an important hint for the place of origin of a commentary 
on the Summule is often to be found in the example its author gives in his 
discussion of Exemplum in the tract De locis . Well, Robertus Anglicus 
gives the names of cities and villages situated in the South of France: 

Vat.Lat. 3049, f.38 va_vb : Item. Notandum quod Aristotiles in eodem libro docet 
reducere exemplum in sillogismos duos et docet (38 vb ) ponere primam partem exempli 
loco maioris propositionis primi sillogismi et ex conclusione prime (!) docet facere 
minor secundi sillogismi et ex secunda parte docet sic facere minorem: 

“Aratriatenses (!) pugnare contra Avinionenses est malum sed affimes (!)* contra affimos(I) 
pugnare est malum”. 

Alius sillogismus est talis: 

“Ajfimos (!) pugnare contra affimes (!) est malum sed Arelatenses pugnare contra Avinionenses 
est malum”. 


1 See above, pp. 14 and 31. 

2 See above, pp. 17-21. 

3 For this commentary as a school-book, see above, p. 29. 

4 or: afflnies ? 
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Even if we bear in mind the inaccuracy of the scribe 1 2 , there is no denying 
that he wrote the geographical names correctly in at least one case: 
Arelatenses for the inhabitants of Arles en Avinionenses for those of Avignon. 
But what about his Aratriatenses (or: Aratiatenses )? If we would consider 
this as a scribal error for Arelatenses , his example of exemplum would 
become useless, since an exemplum argumentation should contain three 
terms at least; in our case: A pugnare contra B malum est ; ergo B pugnare 
contra C malum est (c.q. ergo C pugnare contra D malum est). But what is 
Aratriatenses or Aratiatenses to be taken for? Let us see what the Todi 
redaction of our commentary tells about exemplum. Todi has wrongly 
twice Aurelianenses (inhabitants of Orleans): ^ 

Todi, Bibl.Com ., £4, f.4o vb : Postea determinat de alia specie, scilicet de exemplo, et 
dicit 3 4 quod quando unum particulare probatur per aliud particulare per aliquam simili- 
tudinem repertam in ipsis, tunc est exemplum. Verbi gratia ait 3 : 

*Avi(ni)onenses contra Aurelianenses pugnare malum est 
ergo Aurelianenses contra Avi(ni)onenses pugnare malum est 1 . 
Similitudo est affinitas. Sed differentia est inter affinitatem et vicinitatem, quia affinitas 
est inter ea que non sunt eiusdem castri, sed vicinitas est inter ea que sunt in eadem 
careria.* Similiter sumitur hie * particulare 1 largo modo. 

Et hec est sententia huius lectionis in generali et in speciali. 

Since three different terms are wanted, it is self-evident that the word 
Aurelianenses is the result of the scribe’s misreading in at least one case. 
In any case, it is difficult to see how the inhabitants of Orleans can be 
called ajfines fo those of Avignon. Therefore the conclusion must be 
drawn - the correctness of Avinionenses (for the usual Avenionenses) taken 
for granted - that Aurelianenses is our scribe’s erroneous writing for 
the inhabitants of two different cities or villages near Avignon. My guess 
is that we might read Arausicenses (for the inhabitants of Arausio = 
Orange) and Arelatenses, the latter reading finding some support from 
the Rome manuscript. If my surmise is correct, our example opposes 
two villages near Avignon, one to the north of that city, the other to the 
south. 


1 See above, p. 3 1. 

2 viz. Peter of Spain, Summule logicales , nr. 5.0£, ed. Bochenski. 

3 As a matter of fact many other names are given in our manuscripts. 

4 carreria = via, sed ilia proprie per quam carrus transire potest (Ducange, Glossarium ad scriptores 
mediae et injimae latinitatis , s.v.). From the evidence given by Ducange the word appears to have been 
mainly used in Southern France. The same word is used once more by our author. In Todi, f. 47 rb 
we read: diffinitur sic canis: est latrans in carreria. 
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In conclusion, it may be said that it seems to be highly probable, indeed, 
that the commentary on Peter of Spain’s Summule logicales which is 
extant in two redactions, was written by the same Robertus Anglicus 
whose Tractatus quadrantis and commentary on John of Sacrobosco’s De 
sphera have been preserved in some manuscripts. He is mentioned in our 
manuscripts as having taught at Montpellier in the early 1 2 jo's. That the 
arts of the trivium were taught at Montpellier, which was especially 
known for its faculty of medicine, may appear from the rules for 
magistri et scolares in gramatica et logica apud Montepessulanum (= Mont¬ 
pellier) vel Montepessulanetum (= Montpellieret) studentes , dating from 
March 27th, 1242 1 . 

As a matter of fact Robert’s commentary on the Summule might have 
been written at some date before the 1270’s. A comparison of his 
commentary with that of Guillelmus Arnaldi (written between 1238-44) 
seems to suggest an earlier date for the composition of Robert’s com¬ 
mentary. In this connection Robert’s relation to William Anglicus 
(c. 1219-30) and the occurrence of a Robertus Anglicus in the Cartularium 
for the year 1 240 seem to be of some importance 2 3 . 


£ - Some further remarks on the contents of Robert’s Commentaries 

In this section some fragments are given which seem to be of some 
importance for the location of the work. They have been taken from the 
two redactions of Robert’s commentary. 


I DE INTRODUCTIONIBUS* 

Under the lemma Nomen est vox etc. the following note on signijicatum 
generale and signijicatum speciale is found (Rome, £ va ) : 

Item. Notandum quod duplex est significatum in nomine, scilicet generale et speciale. 
Generale, ut significare substantiam cum qualitate, et sic consideratur a gramatico. 
Speciale, ut significare habeat <istam> rem vel illam rem. Et sic consideratur a loyco. 


1 See A. Germain, op. cit., p. 191. In a bulla of Pope Clement IV (July 31 th , 1265) quedam domus 
vestra (viz. of the Cisterciensians of Valmagne) de Montepessulano , ubi viget studium scientie litteralis 
(ibid.y p. 198). 

2 See above, p. 36. 

3 For some remarks on the prologue, see above, pp. 10 fif. For the correctness of this title, see 
above, p. 30 and below, p. 47 f. 
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The later Todi version has the following passage (2 va “ vb ): 

Sed antequam ad literam accedamus, (2 vb ) quedam videamus extra literam, quia ego 
video quod gramaticus diffinit nomen uno modo, loycus alio modo. Queritur ergo que sit 
causa. 

Solutio. Dico quod gramaticus considerat generalia significata modorum significandi, sed 
loycus considerat specialia. Sed generate significatum nominis significat substantiam 
nominis et qualitatem modorum significandi sicut accidentia specialia. Speciale vero 
nominis significatum est significare istam rem vel illam, ut ‘homo' significat hominem, 

4 lapis* significat lapidem. Propter hoc non debemus ammirari si gramaticus diffinit 
nomen uno modo, loycus alio modo, quia diverso respectu inportant contrarietatem. 

The distinction is found as early as in Nicholaus of Paris, Lambert^of 
Auxerre and other authors from about i 2^o I . 

There are some other important notes on the concepts congruitas , 
perfectio , veritas , and modus significandi (Rome $ vb -6 ra ): 

Item. Nota differentiam inter congruitatem et incongruitatem, perfectionem et inper- 
fectionem, veritatem et falsitatem. 

Unde congruitas et incongruitas est ex debita vel indebita ordinatione dictionum vel 
accidentium et modorum significandi, ut * Sortes est cilbus' . Et est incongruitas acciden- 
tium ut ‘vir alba . Unde hie potest fieri cavillatio talis: nulla dictio est incongrua 
<cuius> accidentia subiecto conveniunt; sed cum dico: ‘omnis Sot currit' t ista conveniunt 
in accidentibus; ergo est congrua. Unde notandum quod non solum convenientia acci¬ 
dentium sufficit sed opportet (!) quod ibi sit debitus modus significandi, quia 4 omnis' 
est nomen dividuum et (‘Sot ') 2 3 individuum. Sed dividuum et individuum sunt modi 
significandi oppositi. Ideo etc. 

Item. Perfectio etdnperfectio provenit ex debita (vel indebita) 0 ordinatione dictionum, 
(scilicet) suppositum cum apposito, ut 4 Sot legit '. 

Item. Veritas et falsitas provenit ex convenientia et disconvenientia specialium signifi- 
catorum, ut '(homo) est albus' et 4 homo est asinus '. (...). 

Item. Veritas et falsitas habent triplex esse, scilicet in anima, in rebus, et in propositione. 
In anima ut in subiecto; in rebus ut (6 ra ) in causa, quia, <ut> dicit Aristotiles: a ab eo 
quod res est ”3; in propositione ut (et MS) in signo. 

The Todi redaction of our glosses has a similar passage on these items 
under the lemma Oratio est vox significativa. The differences, however, are 
remarkable. The passage as given by our scribe is not only somewhat 
negligent, but it also seems to be of a later date, since unlike the Rome 


1 See Jan Pinborg, Die Entwicklung der Sprachtheorie im Mittelalter , in: Beitrage zur Geschichte der 
Philosophic und Theologie des Mittelalters, Texte und Untersuchungen, Band 42, Heft 2, Miinster- 
Kopenhagen 1967, pp. 27 and 35. 

2 cott. R c ex subiecte R. 

3 Categ. 5, 4 b 9-10. 
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redaction, the Todi manuscript mentions the modi signijicandi essentiales 

( 3 vb ): 

Nota differentiam intra congruitatem et perfectionem et veritatem, quia congruitas est 
ex debita convenientia accidentium et modorum significandi essentialium. Et dico 
accidentium , quia adiectivum cum substantivo dicitur convenire in genere et in numero 
et in casu. Et dico modorum significandi essentialium quia cum dico * omnis Sor', ibi est 
adiectivum cum substantivo et convenientia accidentium, sed tamen non erit iste modus 
significandi essentialis, quia 'omnis' est divisivum et * Sor' non. Quare male dicitur ‘ omnis 
Sor'. Perfectio etiam venit ex debita convenientia suppositi cum appositi, hocest nominis 
cum verbo ex parte ante. Et dico bene nominis cum verbo , quia ad hoc quod oratio perfecta 
sit, quatuor sunt necessaria: nomen cum verbo et debitus casus qui respondeat verbo 
finito et debitus numerus et debita persona. 

The notion of veritas is not discussed here in the Todi version, but some 
lines before. See below, pp. 46-47. 

There is some discussion about the significative function of the 
nomina obliqua (Rome, 6 ra ): 

Queritur utrum nomen oblicum secundum dyaleticum sit nomen. Et ostendo quod sic, 
quoniamloycusconsideratsignificatumspecialedictionis; sed idem est significatum in recto 
et in oblico; ergo sicut rectus 1 est nomen, ita et oblicus 1 debet esse nomen. Item. Omne 
nomen imponitui a forma ad significandum; sed eadem 2 forma 2 significat rectum 3 sicut et 
oblicum 3 ; ergo etc. Item ad idem. Quod constituit veritatem cum verbo in oratione est 
nomen quoad dyaleticum; sed nomen oblicum* est* huiusmodi, dicendo sic: ‘ audio 
leccionem' ; ergo nomen etc. 

Solutio. Nomen potest dupliciter (!) considerari: aut quoad significationem generalem, 
que est significare substantiam cum qualitate; aut quoad significationem specialem, ut 
'homo' vel 'lapis', aut quoad modum significandi accidentalem, qui est accidens partis*, 
ut species nominis, aut quoad modum significandi specialem qui est in recto, qui est 
significare substantiam in ratione cause materialis et in ratione suppositi respectu actus. 
Primis tribus modis nomen oblicum est nomen, et est nomen sicut rectus. Ultimo modo 
solum rectum est nomen, quia solum loycus appellat nomina ad quod (for: que ?) potest 
reddere suppositum, tamen hoc a parte (predicati) in ratione principii vel esse materialis. 
Cuiusmodi est rectus. 

Ad primum argumentum dicendum quod quamvis in recto et obliquo sit idem significatum 
speciale, tamen non est idem modus significandi specialis, ut iam patuit. Ad secundum, 
quod quamvis sit eadem forma in recto et obliquo, tamen diversimode se habet, ut dictum 
est. Ad tertium dicendum est quod sic dicendo: 'audio leccionem meam' ibi est veritas 
ratione recti casus pronominis intellecti in verbo, scilicet huius quod dico 'audio' , non 
autem est veritas a parte predicati. 

1 sc. casus. 

2 eadem forma is an ablative case. 

3 sc. nomen. These words are nominative cases. 

* est oblicum MS. 

3 Sc. orationis. 
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There is another interesting note on the significative function of the- 
noun (6 rb_va ): 

Item. Videtur quod non omne nomen sit significativum quoniam ‘ chimera ’ aut significat rem 
extra animam aut in anima. Non significat rem extra animam; hoc patet. Non significat 
<rem>inanima, quoniam dicit Aristotiles quod nichil est in intellectu nisi prius fuerit in 
sensu. Sed chimera non est in sensu etc. Ergo. Item. Cum dico ‘Cesar’, aut significat rem 
extra animam aut in anima. Non significat rem extra animam, quia non est. Item non est 
in anima, quia illud quod est in anima est similitudo rei extra. Sed Cesar non est. Ergo. 
Similitudo eius non erit in anima. Ergo dico quod omne nomen significat <ad) c placitum. 
Ad oppositum dico quod chimera non est in anima et significat in anima. Sed quando tu 
dicis quod non est in abstractione <in> intellectu: aliquid potest esse in intellectu duobus 
modis: aut per receptionem specierum aut sine receptione. Si primo modo, verum *st 
quod nichil est in intellectu etc. Si secundo modo, sic non tenet. Ad secundum dico quod 
‘Cesar ’ non significat <rem> in anima, sed extra. Sed non valet si significet extra animam 
quod significet extra se. Ergo etc. 

The same discussion is found in the Todi redaction in a more condensed 
form. Here it is preceded by a discussion of the indispensability of the 
inventio nominis (Todi, 3 ra ): 

Queritur utrum inventio nominis sit necessaria. Et videtur quod non, quia Petrus Elye 
dicit quod nomen est inventum ut sit suppositum sive reddat naturale verbi. Sed prono¬ 
men et participium reddunt suppositum verbi. Ergo inventio nominis non est necessaria. 
Contra. Priscianus dicit quod nomen est nobilius verbo et ordina<t> ipsum prius. Sed 
inventio verbi est necessaria in arte. Ergo inventio nominis pocius erit necessaria. 
Solutio. Dico ad argumenta quod inventio nominis est necessaria. Quando tu dicis quod 
pronomen et participium reddunt suppositum verbo, hoc est per naturam nominis. 
Dicitur autem in litera quod omne nomen etc. Sed quod aliquod nichil significat probo. 

‘Chimera ’ est nomen. Sed ‘ chimera ’ nichil significat, ut probabo. Ergo aliquod nomen nichil 
significat. Probatio minoris. Si 1 chimera significant aliquid, aut significant extra animam, 
aut in anima. Sed non significat hoc nec illud, ut probabo. Ergo etc. Probatio. ‘ Chymera ’ 
non significat rem extra animam, quia chymera nichil est in rerum natura. Ergo non 
significat rem extra animam. Item non significat rem que est in anima, quia dicit Aris¬ 
totiles: “nos non intelligimus nisi verum”; in Posterioribus dicit: “solum verorum est 
intellectus”. Sed chimera nichil est in rerum natura nec cum intellectu nostro possumus 
intelligere chimeram. Ergo ‘ chymera ’ non significat aliquid, et per consequens, nec 
aliquid. Ad idem. Cesar non est. Et est nomen. Sed ‘Cesar’ non significat aliquid, ut 
probabo. Ergo etc. Probatio minoris. Illud quod non est, non significat aliquid. Sed 
<‘ Cesar' > c non est. Ergo non significat aliquid ‘ Cesar 1 . Ergo videtur quod aliquod nomen 
non significet aliquid. Ad idem. ‘Nic/ii/’ est nomen. Sed ‘ nichil ’ non significat aliquid. 
Ergo aliquod nomen non significet aliquid quod significet. ‘ Nichil ’ non significat aliquid. 
Probatio. Si ‘ nichil 1 significant nomen significant aliquid. Sed nichil et aliquid sunt 
opposita. Ergo unum significat oppositum alterius, quod est contra Aristotilem. Ergo 
aliquod nomen non significat aliquid. Contra patet in litera. 

Solutio. Dico quod omne nomen 1 significat aliquid. Ad primum quod ‘ chimera ’ significat 
1 omne nomen dico quod MS. 


43 



rem que est in anima et quando tu dicis quod non intelligimus nisi verum, dicendum quod 
duplex est intellectus. Purus, et secundum talem non intelligimus nisi verum; et 
intellectus mixtus cum fantasia, et secundum talem intelligimus chimeram et multa alia 
que numquam fuerunt in natura. Et sic ‘ chymera' significat rem ymaginatam in anima. Ad 
aliud dicendum est quod ‘ Cesar* significat Cesarem. Unde tu deberes sic concludere: id 
quod non est significat aliquid esse; sed Cesar non est; ergo Cesar non est; ergo ‘ Cesar* 
non significat aliquid esse. Quod concedo; sed ‘ Cesar 1 significat Cesarem. Ad tertium 
dico quod quedam sunt nomina que significant per impositionem — et sic ‘nicAii’ non 
significat — et quedam per privationem, et sic l nichiV significat aliquid. 


From a comparison of the texts as found in the Rome and Todi versions it 
is clear that the Todi manuscript contains a more elaborate form of 
Robert’s glosses on the Summule. There are in the Rome edition two 
questions about the role of the human intellect (anima) in forming 
propositions (Rome, 6 va-vb ): 

Item. Queritur quid sit causa efficiens propositionis. Dicendum quod anima, quia anima 
primo apprehendit aliquam rem simplicem, scilicet hominem et alias res diversas, scilicet 
animal et lapidem, et cogitat et deliberat utrum conveniat vel disconveniat. <Si con- 
veniunt), sic facitpropositionem affirmativam dicendo sic: ‘Ao/no est animal *. Si discon- 
veniunt, sic facit propositionem negativam dicendo sic: ‘A omo non est lapis \ 

Item. Queritur utrum si anima non esset, <nec esset) propositio. Et videtur quod non, 
quia destructa causa destruitur effectus. Sed anima est causa efficiens propositionis. Ergo 
etc. Sed contra. Posito quod anima non sit, hec est vera: ‘anima non est\ Sed hec est vera: 

‘anima non est\ Ergo aliqua propositio erit quamvis anima non sit. 

Dicendum breviter quod non est verum. Quare quia non esset ali-(6 vb )-quis qui pro- 
nunciaret istam [animam] propositionem, scilicet * anima non est\ Ergo non valet obiectio 
falsa. 

Under the lemma Verbum est vox etc. (Rome, 6 vb -7 vb ; Todi, 31a-va) 
some more interesting notes on signijicatio are found. I quote a note 
occurring in the Rome redaction of our glosses (7 ra ): 

Item. Vox significare dicitur tribus modis. Uno modo vox significativa significat se ipsam; 
ergo significat aliquid. Secundo modo vox significat se nichil significare ut ‘A aj\ quia 
potest significare aliquid et non aliquid. Tercio per impositionem, et hoc tribus modis. 
Aut per modum rei, aut rem veram, aut per modum privationis. Si per modum rei, sic 
sunt partes indeclinabiles, ut prepositiones (propositiones MS), adverbia. <Si> c sig- 
nificent (!) rem veram, hoc dupliciter: aut significant rem successivam aut rem per- 
manentem. Si rem successivam, sic est verbum. Si rem permanentem, sic est nomen. Si 
per modum privationis, sic sunt nomina negativa, ut ‘nemo’, ‘ nullus \ 


Thus the tres modi per impositionem are constituents of a kind of functional 
division of words: 
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per impositionem: 

a. per modum rei indeclinable parts 

b. significans rem veram, viz. the forma nature 
a rem successivam -> verbum 

(3 rem permanentem -> nomen 

c. per modum privationis -> negative nouns. 

This division remarkably differs from that given as early as in the 
premodistic period, e.g. by Robert Kilwardby 1 . This seems to be an 
additional reason to take our Robertus Anglicus and Robert Kilwardby 
as two different persons. 

There is a note on the different meanings of tempus in both version*: 

Rome, 7 ra : Item. Tempus dicitur quinque modis. Primo idem est quod temperies, idest 
dispositio aeris; unde dicitur: modo est clarum tempus. Alio modo tempus diffinitur ab 
Aristotile 2 : tempus est mensura motus rerum mutabilium. Alio modo idem est quod 
significatum dictionis, ut ‘dies', ‘mensis Alio modo idem est quod accidens; et de tali 
loquitur in hac parte. Todi, f. 3: Tertio nota quod tempus dicitur quadrupliciter. 
Primo idem quod dispositio aeris. Secundo idem quod habilitas faciendi. Tertio modo 
idem quod mensura motus rerum mutabilium. Quarto modo idem quod quidam modus 
intelligendi nostras actiones sub aliqua differentia temporis; et sic sumitur hie. 


That the Rome version mentions five and the Todi version only four 
meanings of 'tempus' is, of course, not to be taken as an argument to date 
the Todi version before the Rome version. 

There is an interesting discussion of the notions of truth and falsity: 

Rome, 8 ra_vl) : Nota quod ista duo ‘ verum' et ‘falsum' non ponuntur in diffinicione propo- 
sitionis tamquam partes principals, sed tamquam partes terminantes partes principals. 
Et propterea possunt sumi in diffinitione per disiunctionem. Adhuc quamvis verum et 
falsum in se considerata accidunt propositioni, tamen ipsa su(m)pta sub disiunctione sunt 
essentialia. 

Questio est utrum propositio est vera vel falsa, sicut dicitur in diffinitione propositions. 
Et ostenditur quod omnis propositio sit vera. Sic scribitur in libro De anima quod sicut 
intelligimus, sic componimus. Sed solus intellectus est verorum, ut habetur in Posteriori - 

1 In Priscianum maiorem , MS Cambridge Peterhouse 191, f. 3o va - vb , See Jan Pinborg, op. cit., p. £0. 

2 Not in Aristotle (cfr. Physica IV 11, 219 b 1). Mr. C. H. J. M. Kneepkens was kind enough to 
direct my attention to a similar definition of time usual in the twelfth century grammarians. E.g. 
Peter Helyas: est autem generalis diffinitio temporis hec: tempus est dimensio more et motus rerum 
mutabilium; dicta generalis, quia omni tempori convenit. (quoted from Paris, Arsenal 711, f. 67 va ). 
This dijfinitio generalis certainly is of an earlier date: see Garlandus Compotista, Dialectica , p. 26 12-12 
ed. De Rijk: ... in diffinitione temporis que est hec: tempus est certa et rationabilis dinumeratio more 
et motus mutabilium rerum. Compare also the eleventh century grammar tract (gloss on Priscian) 
found in Cologne, Cathedral Library (Dombibliothek) MS 201, f. 31 vb : Nota secundum quosdam 
tempus significare quantitatem rebus mutabilibus adiacentem, que per minimam sui partem existere 
perhibetur. . . . Hanc autem temporis varietatem ex variis actibus procedentem (lacuna of a few 
letters) considerans dixit: tempus est certa dimensio rerum secundum moram et motum rerum mutabilium. 
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bus. Ergo omnis propositio est vera. Sed omnis propositio est compositio. Ergo omnis 
propositio est vera. (8 rb ). Item ad idem. Ens etverum convertuntur. Sed omnis propositio 
est ens. Ergo etc. Item ad idem. Verum et falsum sunt opposita. ‘Nullam propositionem 
esse veram' et ‘omnem propositionem esse veram' sunt opposita. Et si oppositum dicitur de 
opposito et propositum de proposito. Sed nullam propositionem esse veram est falsum. 
Ergo omnem propositionem esse veram est verum. Item ad idem. Aliquam propositio¬ 
nem esse veram est verum. Ergo nullam propositionem esse veram est falsum. Et si hoc, 
ergo nullam propositionem esse veram est non verum (vera MS). Sed ‘ nullum non et 
‘omne' equipollent. Ergo omnem propositionem esse veram est verum {con. ex vera MS). 
Ergo omnis propositio est vera. 

Solutio. Ad prima duo est dicendum quod argumenta procedunt de vero incomplexo 
et de intellectu incomplexo, non de intellectu complexo. Intellectus vero incomplexus 
solus est verus (verorum! MS) et ens et verum convertuntur. Et sic patet. Ad tertium 
dicendum quod ista regula oppositum de opposito etc. habet intelligi <de> uniformitei 
sumptis. Sed hec non accipiuntur hoc modo, quia in una propositione sunt complexa et in 
alia incomplexa. Ergo etc. Ad ultimum dicendum quod ‘ nullus non et 1 omnis' equipollent 
quando non est ibi aliqua verbalis copula inter ipsum signum et negationem. Sic autem 
non est in proposito. Ergo etc. 

After a note on sensus (on account of the definition of oratio perjecta as 
ilia que perfection sensum generat in animo auditoris ) another note on verum and 
falsum is given: 

Rome , 8 rb_va : Item. Nota quod ‘sensus' dicitur multis modis. Uno modo idem est quodsig- 
nificatio dictionis 1 , ut ‘ ista dictio habet plures sensus'. Alio modo idem est quod virtus 
apprehensiva de foris; et dividitur in sensum particularem et communem; sensus particu¬ 
lar^ est quintuplex, scilicet visus, auditus etc.; sensus communis est qui iudicat de 
speciebus receptis (receptivis MS) a sensu particulars Alio modo idem est quod perfecte 
movet animam ad aliquid habendum vel intelligendum vel apprehendendum (apreplian- 
dum! MS). Et hoc modo sensus idem est quod perfectio orationis, et sic accipitur hie. 
Et alio modo idem est quod intellectus, ut ‘iste bene sentit'. 

Item. Notandum quod ‘verum' et ‘falsum' possunt dupliciter considerari. Uno modo 
verum et falsum sunt incomplexa et tunc est rei entitas 2 vel non entitas, ut esse lapidem 
et non esse. Veritas et falsitas complexa est in propositione. 

Item. Nota quod duplex est (8 va ) veritas: quedam per modum affectus, quedam per 
modum conceptus. Veritas affectus reperitur in oratione optativa. Veritas conceptus 
est duplex: aut tamquam in causa, aut tamquam in signo. Si tamquam in causa, si<c> 
est veritas in oratione infinit(iv)a, ut ‘hominem esse animal est verum'. Si tamquam in 
signo, hoc modo est in oratione indicativa. Sic accipitur hie. 

In the Todi redaction the note on sensus predeces those on verum and 
falsum: 

Todi , 3 va-vb : Quinto nota quod ‘sensus' dicitur [mul] (3 vb ) multis modis. Primo dicitur 
virtus apprehensiva de foris. Alio modo idem est quod intellectus, ut dicit Priscianus: 

1 i. e. meaning. 

2 i. e. the real or conceptual existence of a thing. 
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quod enim paratur sensibile, idest intelligibile. Alio modo idem est quod significatio.. 
Unde dicit gramaticus quod ista dictio habet plures sensus, idest plura significata. Alio 
modo sensus idem est quod sententia, et sic sumitur hie, cum dicit perfection sensum 
generate idest perfectam sententiam. Queritur utrum propositio sit vera vel falsa. Quod non 
sit vera probo. Signum non est id cuius est signum. Sed propositio est signum veritatis et 
falsitatis. Ergo propositio non est vera. Ad idem. Dicit 1 beatus Anshelmus: veritas est 
rectitudo sola mente perceptibilis. Sed veritas est in sola mente. Ergo non est in pro- 
positione. Ergo non est vera propositio. Item ad idem. Quando subiectum et predicatum 
non sunt in eodem, tunc non est propositio vera. Sed hie (!) subiectum proposition^ est in 
genere quantitatis et hoc predicatum est in predicamento qualitatis. Quare patet quod non 
sunt in eodem nec propositio est vera. Item ad idem. Scribitur ab Aristotile in libro De 
anima “sicut componimus ita intelligimus”. Item ab ipso scribitur in libro Posteriorum 
quod intellectus solum verorum <est) c . Est ergo omnis compositio vera. Sed ompis 
propositio est composita. Ergo omnis propositio <est) c vera. 

Ad istam questionem respondeo. Quedam propositio <est> c vera, quedam falsa. Ad 
primum. Quando tu dicis quod signum etc., respondeo quod propositio non est vera nisi 
in hoc quod est signum veritatis. Et est ibi propositio significativa sive significativum 
significati. Ad secundum. Quando tu dicis quod veritas est recti tudo, respondeo quod 
veritas est in mente ut in suo subiecto, in propositione ut in suo signo. Ad tertium. Quando 
tu dicis quod subiectum et predicatum etc. , respondeo quod auctoritas sic est intelligenda 
quod subiectum et predicatum non sunt in eodem vel esse possunt. Unde quamvis 
subiectum et predicatum non sint in eodem genere, tam<en> possunt esse in eodem, quia 
in anima per intellectum. 

Ad argumenta que probant quod propositio sit vera, respondeo primo ad primum. Quan¬ 
do tu dicis: esse et verum convertuntur , dico quod duplex est verum, scilicet complexum et 
incomplexum, ut esse uni us rei, idest uni us orationis; et de tali intellexit Aristotiles 
quando dicit esse et esse verum convertuntur. Esse complexum erit propositionis et id non 
convertitur. Quare propositio potest esse vera vel falsa. Ad idem respondeo quod 
duplex est intellectus: intellectus purus est divinus et anglicus; de tali intellexit Aris¬ 
totiles ; intellectus mixtus vel fantasticus, qui habet se indifferenter ad utrumque, scilicet 
ad verum et ad falsum; et hoc modo compositio potest esse vera vel falsa 2 . 


II DE PREDICABILIB US 

From the opening lines of this chapter it appears that the correct title 
of the first chapter is De introductionibus , not De propositionibus 3 and that 
the whole work should not be given the title: Introductions* . The text 
runs as follows in both redactions of Robert’s glosses: 

Kome t i9 rb : Predicabile etc. Superius magister determinavit de introductionibus. In 

1 De vertitate y cap. 11, p. 191, 11-21 ed. Schmitt. 

2 This discussion is immediately followed by the note on the difference between congruitas , per¬ 
fection and veritas. See above, p. 45. 

3 This title was given by Bocheriski in his edition. 

♦ See above, pp. 30 and 40. 
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parte ista determinat de predicabilibus (positionibus! MS). Et bee in duas 1 . Nam in prima 
determinat de predicabilibus in generali, in secunda in speciali. 

Todi, io ra : Predicabile sumitur dupliciter etc. Superius auctor determinavit in 
primo capitulo de introductionibus. In hoc secundo capitulo determinat de predicabilibus. 
Unde istud secundum capitulum dividitur in duas partes. In prima parte auctor premittit 
quedam utilia ad cognitionem quinque predicabilium. In secunda prosequitur de ipsis. 

In the Todi version there is a note on the phrase Ecce homo , immediately 
after the divisio lectionis and before the notabilia: 

Todi , io rb : Ecce homo . Queritur utrum ista latinitas sit congrua vel incongrua, et perfecta 
vel inperfecta. Ad hoc dico quod est perfecta et congrua secundum intellectum et in¬ 
congrua et inperfecta quantum ad sensum, quia intelligitur hie hoc verbum ‘audi’ vel 
l vide\ quia cum dico: * ecce homo\ a udi intelligitur vel vide: homo est hie. Quod solutio non 
valeat probo. Sicut se habet adiectivum nominis ad verbum, ita se habet adiectivum verbi 
ad nomen. Sed adiectivum nominis non habet construi cum verbo sine suo substantivo. 
Ergo nec adiectivum verbi poterit construi cum nomini sine suo substantivo. 

Solutio. Dico quod quamvis verbum non ponatur, tamen intelligitur, ut dictum est. 


It is self-evident that this discussion is out of place here. It seems to 
belong to the first chapter. Its occurrence gives some additional evidence 
for the negligent way our scribe compiled the text of Robert’s second 
version. 

Robert distinguishes three meanings of ‘universale’: 

Rome , i9 rb : Circa istam lectionem notandum quod universale dicitur multis modis. Uno 
modo dicitur res hahens multas partes et plures proprietates partium; et sic in omni scientia 
determinatur de universali. Alio modo sola similitudo rei que est in anima; et sic universale 
est intentio quedam. Tercio modo dicitur forma communis predicabilis de multis singula- 
ribus, ut humanitas, et predicatur de Sorte et de Platone, et sic de aliis; et hoc modo 
accipitur hie ‘ universale ’. Et diffinitur sic: universale est quedam forma anime abstracta a 
singularibus per operationem intellectus agentis. Ita enim est via cognoscendi: primo 
res apprehenditur a sensu, et tunc est singulare; postea cognoscitur ab intellectu median- 
tibus aliis virtutibus, et intellectus tunc intelligit aliquam communem formam repertam 
in isto et in illo; ilia forma sic reperta in multis vocatur universale. Et hoc est quod dicit 
Boetius in libro De consolatione prime philosophic versus finem 2 : “singulare est dum 
sentitur, universale dum intelligitur”. Et intellige quod universale non est ilia forma 
communis multis singularibus solum sed quando ilia forma communis a multis est abstrac¬ 
ta ab intellectu; et time universale. Unde universale duplex habet esse: in singularibus, 
et istud est esse materiale; aliud in anima; et illud est formale. < . . . (i9 v ) . . . .) 
Tertium notandum quod triplex est universale. Est enim quoddam quod aptum natum 
est predicari de pluribus, scilicet actu, ut homo. Est quoddam secundum potentiam, ut 
fenix, quia non sunt plures. Quoddam intellectu, ut sol y quia sol significat quandam formam 

1 Sc. dividitur. 

2 V, pr . 
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que est apta nata predicari de pluribus, si plures essent, et quamvis non sint plures in 
actu nec in potentia, convenit tamen intelligere plures. 

The latter note is also found in the Todi version (io rb ). Both redactions 
have a note on the twofold meaning of principium: principium intra or 
intrinsecus and principium extra or extrinsecus. Both types are subdivided. 
(Rome, i9 va ; Todi , io va ). Todi has an interesting note on the difference 
between predicabile , predicatum y and predicamentum: 

Todi , io va : Quinto nota quod differentia est inter predicabile, predicatum, et 
predicamentum. Predicabile est quod est aptum predicari de pluribus prout non 
ponitur in oratione, ut homo. Predicatum est quod actu predicatur de pluribus et s\c 
predicantur in oratione, ut ‘Sor est homo ’. Predicamentum est coordinatio multorum 
predicabilium, ut substantia. Unde sicut exercitus regis dicitur esse coordinatio multorum 
militum, sic predicamentum dicitur esse coordinatio multorum predicabilium. 


Ill DE PREDICAMENTS 

Robert distinguishes four ways of predication in the Rome version 
(2 4 vb) ; 


Ad evidentiam huius lectionis notandum quod aliquid potest predicari quatuor modis: 
aut secundum eandem naturam et eandem intentionem, et sic pure univocata. Aut non 
secundum eandem intentionem et non naturam et intentionem, et sic pure equivoca. 
Aut secundum eandem intentionem et non naturam, ut quantitas secundum eandem 
intentionem quia secundum quod est genus de tempore, de linea, de numero predicatur; 
etiam secundum diversam naturam, quia de tempore secundum naturam instantis, de 
linea per naturam permanentis, de numero per naturam unitatis. Et id quod sic dicitur 
de multis, partim est equivocum, partim univocum, sed magis univocum. Quarto dicitur 
aliquid de multis secundum eandem naturam et non secundum eandem intentionem, ut 
‘samrni’ dicitur de animali, de urina, et de cibo tamquam de ostensivo (loiisivo) de 
urina tamquam de signo. Et id quod sic dicitur de multis, partim est equivocum, 
partim univocum. 

The Todi version has a short note on the difference between equivocum 
equivocans and equivocum equivocatum. 

Todi , f.47 va : Secundo nota quod ‘ equivocum ’ dupliciter dicitur, scilicet equivocans et 
equivocatum. Equivocans, ut hoc nomen i canis ’ [vel animal] Equivocata sunt ista que 
comprehenduntur sub istis duobus, ut animal latrabile, vel sydus, vel piscis (sic!) 
marinus. 


1 In the Todi version this chapter is the sixh one. See above, p. 29. 
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This may be compared with the thesis defended in the Ars Meliduna that 
nouns are equivocantia rather than equivoca 1 . 

A marginal note added by a later hand at the foot of f. i 6 T gives the 
well-known formula including all categories together: Hie sunt omnia 
decern predicamenta: Virgilius magnus poeta Jilius Maronis gramaticus sedens 
hodie in templo anfulatus disputans Jatigatus . 

Under the lemma Hiis habitis (Bochenski, nr. 3.08 adjinem ) the 
Rome version has two interesting notes on substantia: 

Korney 2 6 va : Circa istam lectionem notandum quod ‘ substantia' dicitur quatuor modis. 
Uno modo materia, alio modo forma, tertio modo compositum, quarto modo idem est 
quod substantial accidens. Quinto 2 3 4 modo accipitur hie secundum quod est unum de 
predicament is. <...). 

Item. Nota quod substantia potest tripliciter considerari: aut secundum subsistenciam, 
aut secundum essenciam, aut secundum esse. Primo modo est prima substantia magis 
substantia quam secunda. Secundo modo secunda substantia est magis substantia quam 
substantia prima. Tertio modo non est una magis substantia quam alia. Et primo modo 
loquitur hie Magister in litera. 

Under the lemma Hiis visis dicendum (Bochenski, nr. 3.11) another 
note on substantia is found in the Rome redaction of Robert's glosses: 

Rome, 2 7 ra : Circa istam lectionem notandum quod substantia potest dupliciter conside¬ 
rari : aut secundum methaphisicum aut secundum loycum. Si primo modo, sic substantia 
predicatur equivoce. Unde Aristotiles: “latent equivocationes in genere”. Si secundum 
loycum, aut ergo quantum ad usum nature, aut quantum ad proprietatem. Si primo 
modo, sic substantia predicatur equivoce. Si secundo modo, non. Et sic accipitur 
hie, quamvis animal dicatur equivoce de animali vero et picto, tamen secundum quod est 
genus accipitur solum pro animali vero. 

From the division of the passage opening with the words Dicitur autem 
alterum alteri opponi quadrupliciter (Bochenski, nr. 3.32) it appears that 
Robert already had the interpolation Caliditas autem in his text of the 
Summule* . In the Rome redaction the divisio textus runs as follows: 

Komey 31 ra-rb. Dicitur (ex dicatur MS) alterum alteri. Superius divisus fuit iste 
tractatus* in tres partes, scilicet in Antepredicamenta , PredicamentOy et Postpredicamenta . 
Et dicto de duabus partibus dicendum est de tertia parte. Etdividiturhecparsinquinque. 
Nam in prima parte determinat de oppositione, in secunda de prioritate, in tertia de 
simultaneitate, in quarta de motu, in quinta de habere sive de habitu. Ubi partes incipiant 
patet. Prima est piesentis lectionis. Et dividitur in duas. Nam in prima dividit oppositionem 


1 See L. M. de Rijk, Logica Modernorum II, p. 297. 

2 The fifth mode was apparently added later on. 

3 For this interpolation, see part one of this series, VIVARIUM 6 (1968), pp. 3-4. 

4 viz. the chapter De predicamentis. 



in suas species. In secunda determinat de illis speciebus. Secunda ibi: Contraria sunt, Et 
ilia secunda in tres. Nam in prima determinat de quarta specie. In secunda removet 
dubium. In tertia determinat de ilia specie. Prima incipit ibi: Contraria sunt. Secunda 
(3i rb ) ibi: Caliditas non est. Tertia ibi: Privative opposita. 

In the Todi version, too, the Calidi tas-passage is found ( Todi , 2 7 vb ). 
From this it appears, that this interpolation dates from as early as the 
i 27 o , s. 


IV DE SILLOGISMIS' 

V DE LOCIS 2 

The jcos-interpolation 3 is not found in Robert’s commentaries. I give the 
divisio textus as it is found in the Rome version: 

Rome, f. 3 8 ra : Argumentations quatuor sunt species.* Superius magister posuit 
diffinitionem argumentationis. In parte ista ponit eius divisionem. Dividitur autem hec. 
pars in quinque. Nam in prima dividit argumentationem in suas species. In secunda 
determinat de una specie. In tertia de alia. In quarta reducit entimema ad sillogismum. 
In quinta determinat de alia specie, scilicet de exemplo. Secunda incipit ibi: Inductio 
est. Tertia ibi: Entimema. Quarta ibi: Sciendum quod omne entimema. Quinta ibi: Exemplum. 
Et sic patet divisio lectionis. 

The same division of the text is found in the Todi version, f. 40 va . 

The interesting examples given by Robert for exemplum have already 
been discussed above, pp. 38-39. 


VI DE SUPPOSITIONIBUS* 

I give the complete text of Robert’s commentary as it is found in the 
Rome redaction of his glosses. 

LECTIO PRIMA 

Rome, ff.44 va -48 ra : Eorum que dicuntur. Superius determinat Magister de terminis 

1 In the Todi version this chapter is the third one. See above, p. 29. 

2 In the Todi version this chapter is the fourth one. See above, p. 29. 

3 For this interpolation, see L. M. de Rijk, On The Genuine Text of Peter of Spain's Summule logicales I, 
in VIVARIUM 6 1968, [pp. 1-34], pp. 2-3, and II VIVARIUM 6, 1968, [pp. 69-101], p. 100. 

* nrs. £.03 - £.o$, ed. Bochedski. 

3 In the Todi version this chapter is the fifth one. See above, p. 29. 



et de propositionibus. In parte ista determinat de proprietate terminorum, scilicet de 
suppositionibus. Et dividitur hec pars in duas. In prima premittit quedam necessaria ad 
cognitionem suppositionum. In secunda determinat de subpositionibus, ibi: Suppositio 
est. Prima in tres. In prima premittit unam divisionem. In secunda diffinit ibi: Suppositio 
est. In tertia dividit significationem, ibi: Significations alia. Ista vero que incipit ibi: 
Suppositio, dividitur in duas. In prima diffinit suppositionem. In secunda dividit, <ibi): 
Suppositionum alia communis. Prima in tres. In prima diffinit suppositionem. In secunda 
dat differentiam inter (in tercia MS) suppositionem et significationem, ibi: Dijferunt autem. 
In tercia diffinit copulationem, ibi: Copulationum (!). 

Et sic patet divisio lectionis. 

Suppositio estacceptio, idest receptabilitas, ab intellectu termini adiectivi et substantivi 
maxime et precipue pro aliquo, idest pro significato. Similiter copulatio est acceptio, 
idest acceptabilitas, ab intellectu termini adiectivi ad differentiam substantivi termini 
pro aliquo, idest pro significato. 

Nota quod 'significatio’ dicitur tribus modis. Vel pro modo significandi. Sic accipit 
gramaticus. Alio modo pro significato quodcumque sit sive res sive modus; et sic signa 
significant. Tercio modo pro re substantiali et predicabili, secundum quod res oppo- 
nitur ad modum et ad dispositionem. Unde expone sic: significatio est representatio rei 
44rb S iibicibili<s) et predicabili<s) mediante | similitudine ab anima apprensa, sive ilia res sit 
ens completum sive incompletum. 


{Notab ilia) 

Circa istam lectionem notandum quod ‘ significatio’ dicitur multis modis. Uno modo 
idem est quod modus significandi. Et sic accipitur a gramatico. Alio modo idem est quod 
res significata. Tercio modo idem est quod representatio rei per vocem; et hec dupliciter: 
aut est representatio rei vere, aut modi rerum; primo modo accipitur hie; secundo modo 
non. 

Secundo [modo] notandum quod ‘ suppositio’ multis modis dicitur. Uno modo idem est 
quod dignitas. Sic est propositio aliqua (alia MS) famosa in aliqua scientia. Alio modo 
idem quod sub alio positio (propositio MS), sicut subiectum ponitur sub predicato. Alio 
modo idem est quod pro alio positio (posito MS). Et hoc modo sumitur hie. 

Tercio notandum est quod terminus potest poni pro alio sex modis. Aut quando stat pro 
voce, ut 'homo auditur’. Aut quando pro significato, ut cum dicitur: ‘ homo est dig{n)issima 
creatura creaturarum’. Aut quando stat pro voce et signification, ut ‘ homo est natura’. 
Aliquando stat pro proprietate vocis, ut ‘ homo est dissillabum’ Aliquando stat pro proprie¬ 
tate significandi sive pro intentione, ut ‘ homo est species’. Aliquando stat pro supposito 
significandi, ut *homo currit’. 


{Questio ) 

Queritur utrum significatio sit aliquid. Et videtur quod non. Nam si esset aliquid, posset 
per vocem representari. Sed non potest per vocem representari. Ergo non est aliquid. 
Probatio minoris. Unum oppositorum non potest representari per reliquum. Sed nomi- 
na sunt [injfinita, ut habetur in Elencis, res vero infinite. Finitum et infinitum sunt opposi- 
ta. Ergo unum non poterit per reliquum representari, etc. 

Item ad idem. Quod est extra animam (ameniam MS), non unitur cum eo (cum eo bis MS) 



quod est in anima. Sed vox est extra animam et species rei est in anima. Ergo vox unit\xr 
numquam speciei. Ergo videtur quod significatio non sit. 

Item ad idem. Signum et significatum debent habere rem eiusdem nature in hoc quod 
/. 4£ ra signum est permanens et significatum. | Sed vox est (est est MS) res transitoria et non 
permanens. Ergo vox non poterit aliquid (aliud MS) significare. 

Solutio. Dicendum quod significatio est. Ad primum argumentum dicendum: cum dicit 
Aristotiles: “nomina sunt finita, res vero infinite”, non dicit quod nomina sunt finita 
simpliciter, sed respectu rerum, et res sunt infinite respectu nominum, hocest res sunt 
multo plures quam voces vel nomina. Et propter hoc dicit quod oportet nomina esse 
equivoca ut per unum nomen plures res represententur. Et si dicas quod non verum quod 
nomina sunt finita, res vero infinite respectu nominum quia eadem res representatur per 
plura nomina sinonima, — dicendum quod eadem res non representa[n]tur per plura 
nomina, sed diverse proprietates eiusdem rei. Ut patet quod 'lapis' significat proprie- 
tatem ledentis pedem et ‘ petra' prout pede teritur. 

Ad secundum similiter dicendum quod, licet vox extra aninam non possit uniri rei 
vel speciei, quia est in anima realiter, potest tamen uniri intentionaliter, ita quod sit 
unio intentionalis et non realis. 

Ad tercium dicendum quod, licet vox eadem secundum naturam sit transitoria, tamen 
eadem in specie remanet intransitoria. Et hoc est quod dicit. 


LECTIO SEC UN DA 

Suppositionum alia communis etc. Superius actor posuit diffinitionem (divisionem 
MS) suppositionis, ibi ponit divisionem eius. Et hec pars dividitur in sex secundum sex 
divisiones quas ponit. In prima ponit prima, in secunda secundam, et sic de aliis. 
Secunda ibi: Suppositionum communium. Tercia ibi: Suppositionum accidentalium. Quarta ibi: 
Suppositionum simplicium. Quinta ibi: Suppositionum personalium. Sexta ibi: Item. Suppositio¬ 
num confusarum. Prime quatuor sunt de presenti lectione. Et sic patet divisio lectionis. 


< Notabilia > 

Notandum primo quod terminus extra orationem positus habet naturale suppositum et 
tunc supponit pro omnibus qui sunt et qui fuerunt et qui erunt, ut 'homo' per se sumptus. 
f. 4£ rb Terminus vero in oratione positus habet accidentalem suppositionem | et tunc supponit 
pro presentibus, ut 'homo currit ’, aut pro futuris, ut 'homo erit' , aut pro preteritis, ut 
'homofuit'. 

Item. ‘ Accidental dicitur tripliciter. Uno modo idem est quod potest adesse vel abesse, 
ut albedo homini. Alio modo est proprium, ut risibile homini, et accidentale Sorti, 
quia primo inest homini. Alio modo quod est per aliud. Et hoc modo sumitur hie ‘ sup- 
positio accidentalis '. 

Item. In quolibet termino communi est forma duplex. Una que convenit sibi, ut huma- 
nitas convenit singularibus. Et hoc facit suppositionem simplicem. Unde suppositio 
simplex fit quinque modis: aut quando terminus supponit pro re significata ut pro 
(significato, ut 'homo est dignissima) creaturarum creatura'; aut pro voce, ut 'homo auditur'; 
aut (pro) proprietate vocis, ut 'homo est dissillabum'; aut (pro) proprietate significati, ut 
'homo est species '. 

Notandum quod quando aliquid predicatur de aliquo subiecto non in comparatione ad 
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aliquam suppositionem, tunc subiectum habet suppositionem simplicem. Ut ‘ omnis homo 
est animal'. Et quando ponitur post dictionem (exclusivam), ut ‘ tantum homo currit'. Aut 
post istam dictionem 1 aliud' , ut ‘ lapis est aliud ab homine'. 

Item. Nota quod terminus in predicato (predicamento MS) positus aut est adiectivus, ut 
‘homo est albus'; et sic habet personalem suppositionem: aut substantivus. Et hoc duplex: 
aut est prime impositionis, aut secunde. Si prime, sic habet personalem suppositionem, 
ut ‘ homo est animal'. Si secunde, sic habet simplicem, ut species, genus, ut ‘ homo est 
species ', *animal est genus'. 


< Questio > 

Videtur quod subpositio accidentals nulla sit, quia nullum accidental mutat vel trans- 
mutat essentiale. Sed naturalis terminus est extra orationem, quia stat pro omnibus 
presentibus, preteritis et futuris. Ergo ingressus orationis non variabit suam naturalem 
suppositionem. Ergo non sit suppositio naturalis vel accidentals. 

Item. Omnis suppositio est substantial positio. Sed terminus extra orationem non 
supponit pro aliquo. Ergo naturalis suppositio non est. 

4 £ va Solutio. Ad primum dico quod duplex est accidental, scilicet nature et rationis. | Dico 
ergo quod accidental (nature) non variat essentiale, ut albedo hominis non variat homi- 
nem, sed aliud accidental rationis, ut ingressus termini communis in orationem et tale 
[non] variat essentiale rationis in suppositionem naturalem. 

Ad aliud dico quod terminus communis potest supponere alicui dupliciter. Aut alicui 
predicato; et sic non est suppositio naturalis. Aut potest supponere pro significato suo. 
Et hec suppositio naturalis est aliquid, quia ille terminus ‘ homo' supponit pro suo signifi¬ 
cato ad quod imponitur ad significandum. Et sic patet solutio. 

Ad aliud argumentum secundum quod vult frater Rogerius dato (for: Baco??) per 
demonstrationem per quam ipse dicebat suppositionem naturalem non esse, idem est 
deceptus, quia suppositio non est tantum sub aliquo positio , ymmo pro alio positio. Et sic 
sumitur hie. Etc. 


LECTIO TEKT 1 A 

Item. Personalium suppositionum. Superius posuit actor divisiones suppositionis. 
Hie ponit alias. Et hec pars dividitur in duas. In prima ponit primam, in secunda secun- 
dam, ibi: Confusarum suppositionum. Prima dividitur in tres. In prima ponit unam divisio- 
nem et explanat primum membrum. In secunda probat primum, deinde secundum 
(suum MS). In tertia explanat secundum membrum. Secunda ibi: Quod autem utraque 
istarum; tertia ibi: Confusa suppositio. Tunc sequitur ilia pars in qua ponit secundam divi- 
sionem. Et dividitur in duas. In prima ponit divisionem. In secunda reflectit se supra 
illam ut destruat earn quoad alteram eius partem. Secunda ibi: Sed ego credo. Prima cum 
precedentibus est presentis lectionis. 

Et dividitur in quatuor. In prima probat suam di<vi)sionem. In secunda determinat earn 
quoad propriam opinionem (oppositionem MS). In tertia quoad opinionem aliquorum. 
In quarta removet dubium, vel dicas: respondet tacite questioni. Secunda ibi: Ut cum 
f.4 s y *dicitur: * omnis homo est animal'. Tertia ibi: Cum unus\quisque homo. Quarta ibi: Sed ne videatur 
oppositum. 

Hec divisio lectionis. 
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(Notab ilia) 

Notandum primum quod signum universale affirmativum confundit terminum (tercium 
MS) sibi inmediate adiunctum mobiliter et distributive. Exemplum de utroque ut ‘ omnis 
homo est animal; ergo Sor et Plato'. Sed si habeat ‘ animal ’ confusam suppositionem inmobi- 
liter, ut ‘ omnis homo est animal' , non sequitur: ‘ ergo homo est animal'. 

Item. Signum universale negativum confundit terminum inmediate sibi adiunctum vel 
mediate, mobiliter et distributive, ut *nullus homo est asinus; ergo Sortes non est asinus nec 
Plato'; et similiter sub predicato; ‘ ergo omnis homo non est Brunellus '. 

Item. Notandum quod differentia est inter suppositionem et reddere locutionem veram, 
quia suppositio dicitur per comparationem ad predicatum quod potest reddere locutio¬ 
nem <veram> pro aliquo. 

Item. Notandum quod hec negatio ‘non’ distribuat terminum sequentem confuse et 
mobiliter. ^ 

Item. Videtur quod ‘ homo ’ non supponit pro omni homine tarn currente quam non 
currente, quia dicit Boetius quod talia (sunt) subiecta qualia sunt premissa predicata. 
Sed hoc predicatum ‘ currit' solum facit stare subiectum pro currentibus. Ergo solum 
stat pro currentibus. 

Item. Si supponunt pro omni homine, idem esset dictum ‘ homo currit' et ‘omnis homo 
currit ’. Sed hoc est falsum, quia una est universalis et alia indefinita [alia indefinita] sive 
particularis. Ergo videtur quod non supponat pro omnibus hominibus. 

Item. Materia semper sequitur contradictiones forme. Sed subiectum est loco materie, 
predicatum loco forme. Ergo subiectum sequitur contradictiones predicati. Sed predi¬ 
catum solum stat pro currentibus et non pro currentibus. Sed stare pro omnibus est 
duobus modis: aut actu aut potentia. Unde dico quod quando dico ‘homo currit ’, et hie 
f. 46™stat ‘homo' pro omnibus, non tamen | actu sed potentia. Sed cum dicitur ‘ omnis homo' 
pro omnibus cur(rentibus), tunc stat pro omnibus in actu secundum quod dicitur quod 
ad hoc sunt signa inventa ut ea que sunt in potentia reducantur ad actum. Et sic patet 
solutio. 

Ad secundum dico <|uod quando dico quod talia sunt subiecta qualia premissa sunt 
predicata, dico quod id [quod] intelligitur ad veritatem orationis, quia ad hoc quod hec 
sit, oportet quod homo primo sit in potentia, secundo in actu. 

Ad aliud dico quod subiectum sequitur contradictiones predicati inquantum predicatur 
et non in aliis f talis est relativa quia vocabula dubitatoria aliquid f non licet confundere 
terminum sibi additum mobiliter, ut si dicerem : ‘tu dubitas aliquid; ergo tu dubitas hoc ', 
non valet quia ibi esset fallacia figure dictionis. 

Tertio notandum quod differentia est inter in(de)finite sumptum, ut ‘homo' sumitur 
indefinite, et inter terminum positum in propositione universali affirmativa, hoc est 
dictum: differentia est inter suppositionem determinatam et confusam. Nam iste ter¬ 
minus ‘homo' indefinite su(m)ptus supponit pro omnibus hominibus presentibus, preteritis 
et futuris. Cum autem ponitur in propositione universali affirmativa, ut cum dicitur: 
‘omnis homo currit' , modo supponit pro istis qui sunt modo in actu pro presentibus tantum. 
Quarto notandum quod terminus in(de)finite su(m)ptus potest dupliciter considerari: aut 
in comparatio(ne) ad sua supposita — et sic dico quod supponit pro omnibus qui sunt vel 
qui fuerunt vel erunt —; aut potest comparari ratione ad suum predicatum; et sic dico 
quod supponit pro eis pro quibus exigit predicatum. Ut si dicam: ‘ homo currit ', ‘homo' 
supponit pro presentibus tantum. Unde nota quod signum additur termino sic ut que 
sunt in potentia reducantur ad actum. Sed notandum quod duplex est actus. Est enim 
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46 rb quidam essendi | et quidam supponendi. Actus essendi est quando aliquid est actu. Actus 
supponendi est quando aliquid supponit actu et tamen signa non reducunt[ur] ea que sunt 
in potentia (inponitur MS) ad actum essendi, quia sic reducuntur preterita et futura. Quod 
est inpossibile. Et sic propositio est falsa: ‘omnis homo currit’. Sed signa reducunt ad 
actum supponendi. 

Notandum quod ‘ naturale' dicitur duobus modis. Uno modo dicitur natura quedam 
vis insita rebus ex similibus (eximilibet MS) similia procreare, ut talis dicitur virtus 
generativa. Alio modo principium motus et quietis in seipso. Et hoc dupliciter. Primo 
modo dicitur per materiam et formam et compositum. Alio modo d'citur per se et non 
per aliud. Et hoc modo sumitur hie. 

Notandum quod in termino sunt duo: significatum, ut in ‘currit’, cursus , et (con)signifi- 
catum, ut in ‘ currit' presens tempus. Sciendum ergo quod verbum non facit stare ter- 
minum in subiecto eiusdem per naturam significati sed consignificati. Et hoc est causa 
quia verbum predicatur et predicatum ponitur loco forme et subiectum loco materie. 
Sed materia sequitur contradictiones forme. 

Notandum quod stare pro termino omni est duobus modis. Aut in potentia; et sic 
ponitur terminus indefinite sumptus, ut cum dicitur: ‘homo currit'; et sic dicit in littera. 
Aut actu; et sic stat terminus in propositione universali; et secundum materiam istarum 
signum universale affirmativum reducit ad actum ilia que fuerunt inposita ad significandum 
sub termino communi. 


(Questio) 

Queritur utrum terminus in predicato positus possit confundi mobiliter; ut cum dico: 
‘omnis homo est animal' , utrum ‘ animal' possit confundi mobiliter. Et videtur quod sic. 

46 va Et auctor dicit quod non. Et facio tale argumentum. | Ad multiplicationem materie sequitur 
multiplicatio forme. Sed homo est loco materie et animal loco forme, quia ‘ homo' est in 
subiecto, ‘ animal' vero in predicato et [et] ‘homo' multiplicatur et confunditur; ergo et 
‘animal'. Ad idem. Natura (nota MS) individui et singularis et natura (non MS) generis et 
speciei sunt opposite, quia individuum vel singulare predicatur de uno solo, species vero et 
genus [et] de pluribus. Sed predicari de uno solo et de pluribus sunt opposita et predicari 
de pluribus nil aliud est (adest MS) quam stare pro pluribus <et stare pro pluribus) 
nil aliud est (adest MS) quam confundi. Ergo cum dico: ‘omnis homo est animal ’, iste ter¬ 
minus ‘animal' (vel MS) confunditur mobiliter. Ad idem. Omne id quod predicatur, aut 
predicatur ut equale, aut ut maius, aut ut minus. Sed cum dico: ‘omnis homo est animal ', 
iste terminus * animal' non predicatur ut equale nec ut minus sed (ut MS) predicatur ut 
maius. Ergo stat pro pluribus quam ‘homo' . Sed nil (aliud) est stare pro pluribus quam 
confundi. Et iste terminus ‘homo' confundit. Ergo multo fortius ‘ animal' debet confundi, 
cum stet pro pluribus quam ‘homo '. 

Solutio. Dico quod iste terminus ‘ animal' vel terminus in predicato positus potest 
dupliciter considerari. Aut inquantum est loco forme et forma invariabilis est et simplex, 
secundum quod habetur ab Aristotile Sex Principiorum. Et quia nullum simplex et (est MS) 
invariabile est (etiam MS) divisibile, et sic dico quod iste terminus ‘ animal' non confun¬ 
ditur. Et sic non valet argumentum. Aut potest (patet MS) considerari terminus in 
predicato positus in comparatione ad subiectum in quo[d] est sicut forma in sua materia; 
et sic ad divisionem materie sequitur divisio forme que est in materia, sicut ad divisionem 
ligni siquitur divisio albedinis et nigredinis vel alterius coloris qui est in ligno. Sic dico 



quod ‘ animal ’ potest confundi iuxta verbum Boetii dicentis: “talia erunt predicata qualia 
sunt subiecta”. 

Et hoc est quod dicit actor. 


LECTIO QUARTA 

Et ne videatur oppositum. Superius posuit actor quasdam dubitationes de suppositioni- 
bus. Hie autem mo vet unam dubitationem. Et dividitur hec pars in duas. In prima posuit 
con<tro)vers<i)am que est inter ipsum et alios magistros. In secunda ponit suam opinio- 
nem (oppositionem MS) propriam. Secunda ibi: Sed ego credo impossible esse. Hec in duas. 
In prima ponit unam opinionem. In secunda causam opinionis illorum; secunda ibi: 
Causam autem propter quam moventur. 

Prima in quatuor. In prima ponit unam rationem; in secunda secunda(m); in tertia 
tertiam; in quarta quartam. Secunda ibi: Item. Hoc idem videtur. Tertia ibi: Totum accidenta- 
le. Quarta ibi: Inest comparatio ilia. 

Et hec est sententia lectionis in generali. 


( Notabilia ) 

Primo notandum est quare quia est tarn generalis multiplicatio, non est genus, quia dicit 
Aristotiles in libro De causis quod quanto aliquid est communius, tanto simpli<ci)us. 
Sed genus est quoddam commune. Ergo est simplex. Sed nullum simplex est divisible 
sive multiplicabile. Ergo genus non est multiplicabile. Et sic non potest habere confusam 
suppositionem. 

Secundo notandum quod duplex est multiplicatio. Quedam est universalitas; et <hec) 
multiplicitas bene reperitur in genere. Alia est multiplicatio, confusio vel distributio in 
multa; et hec non est in genere, secundum quod dicit Porphirius quia singulare divisivum 
est unius in multa, Sed universale est collectio multorum in unam naturam. 

Tertio notandum quod quedam-est predicatio per se et quedam per accidens et quedam 
secundum se. Secundum se dicitur quando id quod aptum natum est predicari predicatur 
ut ‘ cignus albet\ <per> accidens quando id quod aptum natum est predicari subicitur et 
econverso, ut ‘ album est lignum ’. Per se quando predicatur universale vel superius ad | 
f. 47 ra inferiora, ut *homo est animaV. Secundum accidens econverso quando inferius predicatur 
de superiori, ut ‘ animal est homo\ et secundum quod aliqui dicunt, quando predicatur 
idem de se, ut ‘/io/no (est homo). Et si dicas: numquid?; dicit Boetius quod nulla est ilia 
predicatio in qua idem predicatur de se. Ergo contra quod tu dicis, quia propositio prout 
est verissima, tamen pre<di)catio potest esse in propria, quia dixit Augustinus: “nulla est 
magis inpropria ilia quando idem predicatur de se”. Similiter patet quod omnis predicatio 
fit ratione communitatis, ut habetur in Tertio Metaphisice. Dicit super hoc quod quando 
predicatur quod non est magis commune, tunc est predicatio inpropria. Verbi gratia dicit 
vere quando id<em> predicatur de se. 

Item. Notandum quod licet dicatur predicatio, tamen dicit incomplete quia natura gene¬ 
ris est quoddam aliquid commune. Sed ut dicitur in libro De causis quod quanto aliquid 
communius tanto simplicius, ergo natura generis est simplex et tale non potest multi- 
plicari. Alia causa est quod natura generis est forma. Sed hominis forma, ut dicit actor 
Sex Principiorum , est simplex et indivisibilis. Ergo non poterit multiplicari. Item. Nullum 
quod est in ratione termini, est simplex et indivisibile. Sed dicit Boetius quod genus 
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potest esse in ratione termini respectu diversarum specierum, sicut punctus in medio 
circuli respectu diversarum linearum. 

Item. Notandum quod duplex est multiplicatio; quedam que fit per singularem; et talis 
numquam potest esse in genere; quedam per pluralem numerum; et talis potest con- 
siderari dupliciter, quia aut genus appellatur id quod est vere genus et tale non est 
(genus); aut genus <est> id quod se habet fieri per modum generis. Et talis potest esse 
genus. 

Circa idem est notandum de to to in quantitate quia est totum quoddam in quantitate 
completum, quando confunditur terminus communis mobilitervel quando est mobilis 
. 47 rb confusio ut cum [homo cur] iste terminus ‘ homo' confunditur mo|biliter et potest fieri 
descensus sub eo. Sic: * omnis homo currit; ergo Sor et Plato*. Aliud est totum in quanti¬ 
tate incompletum, quando terminus communis confunditur inmobiliter. Unde est ibi 
totum in quantitate incompletum. 

Quinto notandum quod differentia est inter communitatem et multiplicationem sive 
confusionem, nam communitas oritur ex singularibus et servatur universalitas secundum 
quod dicit actor Sex Principiorum , quia omnis singularitas ab universalitate procedit. 
Multiplicitas vero procedit ab universali et servatur in singulari, quia multiplicatio est 
unius in multa vel dicit unius omnis in multa singularia divisio. 

( Questio ) 

Queritur utrum natura generis multiplicati sit genus. Et videtur quod sic. Cum dicitur: 
f ‘ille ( !) homines alia alium f, non est accidens hoc neque equale neque differentie. Ergo 
genus. Et est ratio quam facit actor in littera hac ibi: Est genus multiplicatum . Ergo natura 
generis multiplicati est genus. 

Item. Dicit Aristotiles in libro Topicorum quod ad sustinendum utrum aliquid genus 
insit subiecto alicui considerandum est utrum insit aliqua species ei. Ponit exemplum: si 
aliquis (aliquid MS) dicat quod (anima) movetur, videndum est utrum moveatur secun¬ 
dum speciem aliquam motus [anima movetur]. Ergo vult quod genus predicatur per 
comparationem ad inferiora, et species similiter. Et hoc modo genus multiplicatur. Ergo 
natura generis multiplicati est genus. 

Item. Ilia differentia rationalis est circa singulare et particulare. 

Item. Omne quod predicatur in quid, in plus se habet. 

Solutio. Dicendum quod natura generis multiplicati non potest multiplicari secundum 
rem, sed secundum sermonem bene potest multiplicari. Unde numerus singularis et 
pluralis non differunt secundum rem nisi secundum modum quia eadem sunt secundum 
. 47 va re<m>, quia cum dicitur: ‘isti homines'> alius | est iste homo et alius est 1 , et ille et sic de 
singulis. 

Ad aliud dico quod genus inquantum genus non potest multiplicari sed [genus] id quod 
est genus bene potest multiplicari. Et sic intelligitur Aristotiles in Topicorum. 

Et hoc est quod dicit. 

LECTIO QUINTA 

Causa autem. Superius determinavit actor opinionem aliorum (aliquorum MS). Hie 
autem determinat opinionem propriam. Et hec dividitur in quinque. In prima repetit 

* est animal et MS. 
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causam illorum. In secunda destruit illam. In tertia probat quoddam dictum. In quarta* 
a<p)plicat suam solutionem ad propositum. In quinta destruit quamdam divisionem. 
Secunda ibi: Dicimus enim quod Aristotiles. Tertia ibi: Ut homo constituitur loyce loquendo. 
Quarta ibi: Et similiter. Quinta ibi: Et propter hoc destruimus quamdam divisionem. 

Et hec est divisio lectionis et sententia in generali. 


< Notabilia ) 

Primum notabile est quod triplex est compositum. Quoddam est compositum naturale, 
quod constat ex vera materia et vera forma, ut homo constat ex corpore et anima. 
Aliud est compositum artis. Quod constat ex vera materia et ficta forma, ut ymago, quia 
habet veram materiam, ut lignum, et habet formam ab arte. Aliud est compositum ex 
genere et differentia. Et dicitur esse compositum rationis; quod non habet veram materi¬ 
am neque veram formam. Et de isto composito loquimur in littera quando dicitur quod 
homo constituitur ex ‘animali' et 1 rationale loyce loquendo. 

Secundo notandum quod forma rationale habet esse a forma naturali, quia anima dicitur 
esse forma naturalis et humanitas est forma rationis. Unde humanitas est eadem in 
omnibus hominibus, sed anima non est eadem in omnibus hominibus. Et causa huius est 
quia supra diversa principia potest fundari unum principium, ut patet quia homo con¬ 
stituitur ex quatuor elementis et quatuor elementa sunt diversa principia et tamen homo 
est verum solum principium. Ita est similiter quod anime sunt diverse in diversis 
hominibus, sed tamen humanitas in ipsis secundum quod est forma rationalis [et hec] 
f. 47 vb eadem est. Quod dicit | Boetius quod participationes unius plures homines sunt unius 
homo. 


< Questio > 

Queritur utrum pi'edicatum multiplicetur multiplicato subiecto. Quod sic, probo. Dicit 
actor Sex Principiorum quod accidens et quod ei accidit unum sunt et vocat accidens ipsum 
predicatum et quod accidit ipsum subiectum. Ergo vult quod subiectum et predicatum 
sunt idem. Item. Predicatum est loco forme et subiectum loco materie. Sed ex forma et 
materia fit idem. Ergo ex subiecto et predicato fit idem. Item. Dicit Commentator 
super IX Metaphisice quod ens et esse sunt idem. Sed subiectum est ens et predicatum 
est esse. Ergo subiectum et predicatum sunt idem. 

Ex istis tribus argumentis habeo quod subiectum et predicatum sunt idem. Ex hoc arguo: 
quandocumque aliqua duo sunt eadem, ad confusionem et multiplicationem unius 
sequitur multiplicatio alterius; sed subiectum et predicatum sunt idem; ergo ad multi¬ 
plicationem subiecti sequitur multiplicatio predicati. Ergo videtur quod multiplicetur 
predicatum. 

Solutio. Dico quod duplex est predicatum: accidentale et substantial. Predicatum autem 
accidental est idem cum subiecto secundum esse, ut ‘homo est albus'. Predicatum autem 
substantiate dicitur esse idem cum subiecto per essentiam. Sed duplex est essentia, 
scilicet completa et incompleta. Completa quando diffinitio predicatur de diffinito, vel 
econverso, et quia diffinitio et diffinitum sunt idem per essentiam, sic time predicatum 
est idem cum subiecto, ut ‘ homo est animal rationale mortale’. Aut est essentia incompleta, 
ut quando aliqua pars diffinitionis predicatur (ponitur MS) de diffinito, ut animal de 
homine vel rationale, ut ‘ homo est animal ’ vel ‘homo est rationale'. Et sic patet quod aliquan- 
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do subiectum et predicatum sunt idem secundum esse, aliquando secundum essentiam 
completam, aliquando secundum essentiam incompletam. 

Et <ad> argumenta patet solutio quia ‘ predicatum ’ potest dupliciter considerari. Aut 
secundum id quod est, et hoc modo multiplicatur multiplicato subiecto quia intelligitur 
in subiecto. Aut potest considerari inquantum predicatum, idest inquantum est in ratione 
predicati, et hoc modo non confunditur neque multiplicatur. Sicut patet: albedo potest 
dupliciter considerari: aut secundum se, hocest secundum quamdam formam, et sic est | 
48 ra indivisibilis et in simplici essentia consistens; aut potest considerari secundum quod est in 
subiecto, et sic ad divisionem materie vel subiecti sequitur divisio albedinis. Et sic 
eodem modo de predicato, ut dictum est. 

The Todi version of this chapter is more elaborate on several points, 
especially in the introductory part. 


VII DE FALLACIIS' 

This chapter gives glosses on the so-called Tractatus maiorum fallaciarum, 
not on the shorter tract which was edited by Bochenski as the seventh 
chapter of the Summule logicales 2 . It is beyond all doubt that Robert had 
the longer tract in his text of the Summule . The same holds good for all 
the other thirteenth century commentaries of the Summule. Hence the 
conclusion must be drawn that those manuscripts which contain the 
longer tract on fallacies as the seventh part of the Summule logicales are 
the better manuscripts. For that matter I have serious doubts whether 
the shorter tract as it is found in Bochenski’s text (nrs 7.01-7.69) could 
be considered as a work of Peter’s hand. I shall return to this question 
in the Introduction to my edition of the Summule . 

VIII DE RELATIVIS 
IX DE AMPLIATIONIBUS 3 
X DE APPELLATIONIBUS 4 

XI DE RESTRICTIONIBUSs 

XII DE DISTRIBUTIONIBUS. 6 

1 In the Todi version, too, this chapter is the seventh one. See above, p. 29. 

2 See also L. M. de Rijk, On The Genuine Text of Peter of Spain's Summule logicales I in VIVARIUM 6 

(1968), [pp. 1-34], p. 3. 

3 In the Todi version this chapter is combined with that on appellatio. This seems to be an additional 
hint to the later redaction of the Todi glosses. See above, pp. 3 1 and 44 * 

4 See the preceding note. 

s In the Todi version this chapter is the tenth one. See above p. 29. 

6 In the Todi version this chapter is the eleventh one. See above, p. 29. 
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In one of the next issues of this Journal the wide-spread commentary of. 
master Guillelmus Arnaldi, who taught at Toulouse from 1238-1244, 
will be discussed 1 . 

To be continued 


Nijmegen 
Sophiaweg 73 


1 Unfortunately misled by certain indications in some of our manuscripts I have hitherto supposed 
that this commentary was of the hand of the famous physician Arnald of Villanova. See L. M. de Rijk, 
On The Genuine Text of Veter of Spain*s Summule logicales I, p. 34. 
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La Lettre-dedicace de Bersuire d Pierre des Pres 


J. ENGELS 


D ans plusieurs manuscrits du Keductorium morale et dans L edition des 
livres I-XIV par Claude Chevallon en i £2 i, le Prologue est precede 
d’une Lettre-dedicace adressee par Pierre Bersuire a son protecteur, 
le cardinal Pierre des Pres 1 , laquelle a ete assez negligee. Pannier 2 3 * ne 
Pa pas mentionnee du tout. Fassbinder 5 en a cite trois phrases. Samaran* 
en cite un fragment, mais la considere comme faisant partie du Prologue 5 . 

En fait, cette Lettre-dedicace et le Prologue du Keductorium sont 
deux textes distincts. Cela ressort clairement de la derniere phrase de la 
Lettre-dedicace, oil Bersuire dit: Quern igitur ordinem huius Keductorii 
uidere delectat , sequentem collacionem perlegat. . . 6 , combinee avec cette 

autre phrase, ecrite en i3£9 7 : . . . quando collacionem seu prologum 
Keductorii mei feci . “Celui qui veut connaitre la disposition des matieres 
dans le Keductorium , doit lire le Prologue ( collacio ) qui suit cette Lettre- 
dedicace”. Du reste, ces deux textes ont peut-etre meme ete ecrits a 
des moments dififerents: le Prologue, lorsque Bersuire venait de terminer 
le Keductorium; la Lettre-dedicace, lorsqu’il avait ensuite acheve aussi le 
Kepertorium , du moins dans sa premiere version. 


1 Pour le cardinal Pierre des Pr£s, 6veque de Palestrina, voir Ch. Samaran, Pierre Bersuire, Prieur 
de Saint-£loi de Paris (1290?-! 362), avec la collaboration de ]. Monfrin, dans Histoire litteraire de la 
France, t. 39 = 1962, pp. 265-6 et passim. 

2 L. Pannier, Notice biographique sur le benedictin Pierre Bersuire . . ., dans Biblioth&que de VEcole des 
Chartes y XXXIII = 1872, pp. 325-64. 

3 F. Fassbinder, Das Leben und die Werke des Benediktiners Pierre Bersuire, 1 , Bonn, 1917, p. 16, n. 3; 
p. 17, n. 1; p. 21, n. 2. 

^ Op. cit. y p. 303. 

s L’incipit de la Lettre-dedicace Reverendissimo in Xristo patri ac domino , domino Petro de Pratis (infra, 
p. 70), manque dans la liste pourtant si complete des incipit du Reductorium donn6e par F. Stegmiil- 
ler, Repertorium biblicum medii aevi (sigle: RBMA), Madrid, IV = 1954, pp. 236-41. 11 faut l’inserer 
a la p. 236, juste devant 6425 Videte , quoniam non solum mihi laboravi . . . 

Cet incipit manque aussi dans L. Thorndike and P. Kibre, A Catalogue of Incipits of Mediaeval Scientific 
Writings in Latin, 1 Cambridge (Mass.), 1937 ; 2 London 1963, qui donnent pourtant celui du 
Prologue (col. 772; col. 1694) et celui de Red. I (col. 192 ; col. 411). 

6 Voir plus loin, p. 72, lignes 17-8. 

7 Voir Vivarium III = 1965, p. 158, lignes 12-3. 
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Etant donne V importance de la Lettre- dedicace pour le canon et la, 
chronologie des oeuvres latines de Bersuire d’une part, et d’autre part le 
fait que rimprime de Chevallon est pratiquement inaccessible, il a paru 
utile d’en procurer ici une edition critique. 

La Lettre-dedicace est actuellement attestee dans neuf manuscrits. 
Des douze manuscrits signales par J. Monfrin 1 comme contenant le 
premier livre 2 du Reductorium et qui de ce fait pourraient entrer en ligne 
de compte, il faut en eliminer trois. 

Le ms. Bale D. II. 2 3 , comme le Dr. Max Burckhardt, conservateur 
a la Bibliotheque universitaire, a bien voulu nous Lecrire, ne contient 
ni la Lettre-dedicace ni le Prologue. Il commence immediatement par 
Pincipit du premier livre ( Deus quia proprie speculationis est). Le ms. 
Paris, B. N. lat. 8864 (olim Suppl. latin io)* commence par explicate 
ideo ipfh morale repertoriu baptizo* ; c’est que le premier feuillet manque, 
lequel a du contenir la premiere partie du Prologue de meme que, sans 
doute, la Lettre-dedicace. Quant au ms. Worcester, Cathedral Chapter 
Library Q.93 6 , son cas est plus complexe. 


1 Monfrin, pp. 435-6, sous B. - Par le sigle Monfrin nous renvoyons k VAppendice. Manuscrits et 
editions des pp. 434 sqq. de la monographic de Ch. Samaran, dont la reference se trouve k la note 1 de 
la page 62. 

2 Ant6rieurement, F. Stegmiiller, RBMA, IV = 1954, p. 238, avait 6num6r6 six manuscrits qui 
etaient census contenir le premier livre du Reductorium. Pourtant, on ne peut en retenir que le seul 
ms. Bale D.II.2, dont nous allons traiter. 

Le ms. Cambridge, Gonville and Caius College 56 ne contient pas Red. I-XV, mais XVI 
(Monfrin, p. 440). 

Le ms. Cambridge, Pembroke College 197 ne contient pas Red. I-XV, mais XVI (manque chez 
Monfrin, p. 440, mais voir A Descriptive Catalogue of the Manuscripts in the Library of Pembroke 
College, Cambridge , by M. R. James . . ., Cambridge, 1905, pp. 183-4). 

Le ms. Oxford, Merton College 246 ne contient pas Red. I-XV, mais XVI (Monfrin, p. 440). 
Le ms. Paris, B. N. lat. 1441 2 ne contient pas Red. I-II, mais XII-XUI (Monfrin, p. 436). 

Le ms. Paris, B. N. lat. 16787 ne contient pas Red. I-XV, mais XV-XVI (Monfrin, p. 435). 

3 Monfrin, p. 435; Stegmiiller, RBMA IV = 1954, p. 238: “(script. 1430 per Cuonradum Lapic; 
Johannis Burckardi capellani capellae s. Antonii, Basileae; legavit fratribus OP) f. 1-157: /-/K”. - 
L. Thorndike and P. Kibre, A Catalogue of Incipits ... 2 , London, 1963, col. 411. 

4 comportant 317 ff. en parchemin, du XlVe si^cle, mutile du debut, contenant Red. I-X, provenant 
de la Sainte-Chapelle du palais de Bourges, possesseur Ytier de Martreuil, arrive k la Bibliotheque 
du roi en 1752, comme don des chanoines de Bourges k Louis XV. Monfrin, p. 434, p. 436; L. 
Delisle, BEC 1856, p. 146 ( Commentarium Petri Berchorii, volumina duo, item du catalogue de Bourges 
de 1552), p. 158; Id., BEC 1862, p. 286; Id., BEC 1871, p. 20, p. 28; Id., Cab. des Mss. Ill, 1881, 
p. 420. 

5 Dans 1 ’edition Cologne, 1731, p. 1, col. 2, deux demises lignes. 

6 Pour les manuscrits de Worcester et Phistoire de la bibliotheque, voir N.R. Ker, Medieval 
Libraries of Great Britain, A List of Surviving Books 2 , London, 1964, p. 205, Monasticon anglicanum ..., 
ed. W. Dugdale, London, 1817, I, pp. 569-622, et L.H. Cottineau, Repertoire topo-bibliographique 
des abbayes et prieures , vol. II, MScon, 1939, col. 3456-6. 
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Ce manuscrit, examine sur place et, des 1898, signale par le 
professeur H. Schenkl de Graz 1 , a ete decrit en 1906 dans le catalogue de 
Floyer et Hamilton 2 3 4 * . Entre 1941 et 1944, il a ete examine par I. Atkins, 
alors bibliothecaire du Chapitre, et le professeur Ker 3 . En 1966, le 
bibliothecaire actuel, G. C. B. Davies, et le doyen de Worcester, 
R. L. P. Milbum, sur notre demande, ont bien voulu verifier certains 
points. 11 en ressort* que le ms. Q. 93, en 358 feuillets, partie en papier 
et partie en velin, du XVe siecle ( ineunte d’apres Atkins et Ker) contient 
— sauf peut-etre aux flf. 311-2 - des disjecta membra du Reductorium. 
Malheureusement, il a beaucoup souffert de Thumidite, de sorte qu’un 
quart environ du texte est devenu illisible. La couverture a disparu, 
mais Ker* estime que la reliure est caracteristique pour Worcester. 
Au point de vue paleographique, M. Milburn a ecrit ce qui suit: “f. 313- 
3 ^8 is written in the same hand as f. 1-45 and f. 81-83. Halfway through 
f. 45 verso, the work is continued in a contemporary (fifteenth century) 
but much clearer hand”. Les ff. 1-80 contiennent Red. XVI 6 7 , tronque du 
debut. Puis suivent, jusqu’au f. 265, les livres XI-XIV (“fairly complete”) 
d’un Compendium naturalis historie, c’est-a-dire encore du Reductorium. 
L’incipit (f. i94 v ) et l’explicit (f. 265V) deRed. XIV, De nature mirabilibus 
sont indiques par des rubriques. Les ff. 266-310 contiennent un Com - 
mentarius in Ouidii Metamorphoses. Il s’agit de Red. XV ( Ovidius moralizatus ) 
dans la derniere version P(aris), mais la plus grande partie du chapitre 
liminaire De formis Jigurisque deorum manque, puisqu’il commence seule- 
ment par Hie fit mention. Les ff. 311-2 contiennent? Quedam distinctiones. 
Les ff. 313-^8 enfin correspondent globalement aux livres I-IV du 
Compendium naturalis historie precite, c’est-a-dire du Reductorium. Pour- 


1 sous le n° 4373 de la Bibliotheca patrum latinorum Britannica X, Die Bibliotheken der englischen Kathe- 
dralen (Fortsetzung ), XVIII. Worcester dans: Sitzungsberichte der Phil.-Hist. Classe der K. Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, 139. Band, Wien, 1898, p. 72 (cf. pp. 44-5): u Ferner: ch.s. XV. 1. Compendium 
historiae naturalis. 2. Commentarius in Ovidii Metamorphoseon libros*. 

2 J. K. Floyer and S. G. Hamilton, Catalogue of Manuscripts preserved in the Chapter Library of Worcester 
Cathedral , Oxford, 1906, pp. i££-6. 

3 Catalogus librorum manuscriptorum bibliothecae Wigorniensis, made in 1622-1623 by Patrick Young , 
Librarian to King James /, edited with an Introduction by Ivor Atkins and Neil R. Ker, Cambridge, 
1944, p. 28, n. 4; p. 39; p. 76. 

4 ce qui permet de corriger la notice de Monfrin, p. 436. 

s N. R. Ker, Medieval Libraries . . . 2 , p. 2i£. 

6 Schenkl n’a pas signal^ ce traitd dans sa notice du manuscrit (voir plus haut, p. 64, note 1); 
e’est sans doute parce qu’il ne retenait que les “patristischen, classischen und sonst irgendwie lite- 
rarische wichtigen Stiicke” (art. cit., p. 45). 

7 Voir Petrus Berchorius, Reductorium morale, liber XV: Ovidius moralizatus , cap. i, De formis fgurisque 
deorum , textus e codice Brux. Bibl. Reg. 863-9 critice editus, Werkmateriaal (3) uitgegeven door het 
Instituut voor Laat Latijn der Rijksuniversiteit Utrecht, 1966, p. 51, ligne 10 d’en bas. 


64 



tant, 1 * incipit du f. 313 Angelas malus est a Deo( !) uoluntate auersus , qu’on 
peut reconnaitre au debut de I, iii, De diabolo 1 , montre que le Prologue 
et, partant, la Lettre-dedicace manquent ici. Theoriquement, il est 
possible que la Lettre-dedicace se trouve quand meme ailleurs dans le 
manuscrit, par suite d’un deplacement de feuillet par exemple. Toujours 
est-il que T6tat du manuscrit n’a pas permis a M. Milbum de la retrouver. 
M. Davies a estim£ avec raison qu’en tout etat de cause son utilite pour 
Tetablissement du texte serait negligeable. Nous avons done ecart6 aussi 
ce ms. Worcester Q.93 2 . 

Les neuf manuscrits contenant la Lettre-dedicace sont enumer^s 
ci-dessous dans l’ordre alphabetique des noms de lieux de depot, avec 
toutes les informations utiles. Celles-ci ont ete puisees aux notices^ 
succinctes de la bibliographic des manuscrits que Jacques Monfrin a 
6tablie avec beaucoup de soin et pour laquelle il a sollicite des renseigne- 
ments epistolaires inedits. Nous les corrigeons le cas echeant et les 
completons, soit d’aprfes nos propres observations faites sur les repro¬ 
ductions 4 des manuscrits, soit d’apr&s les sources que nous indiquons. 

1. CF: Le ms. Clermont-Ferrand, Bibl. mun. et univ. 101, olim 9^, 
2 33 > papier, XVe sifecle, contenant Lettre-dedicace (f. i r -2 v ), 

Prologue (ff. 2 v -1 o v ), Table des quatre premiers livres de la main de 
F. de Sauzayo (ff. io v -ii v ), Red. I-IV (ff. 13 r -233 v ). Provenance: 
Bibliotheque des Dominicains de Clermont-Ferrand (1677). Manque 
chez Montfaucon, II, pp. 1353-6. 

Monfrin, p. 435. — Cat. gen. des mss. des bibl. publiques de France , 
Departements f t. XIV, Clermont-Ferrand, par C. Couderc, Paris, 

1 890, p. 31.- Thorndike and Kibre, A Catalogue of Incipits .... 
citent le ms. Clermont-Ferrand pour V incipit du premier livre 
( !i 937> col. 192; 21963, col. 411), non pour la Lettre- 
dedicace et le Prologue. 

Pour le couvent des Dominicains de Clermont-Ferrand, voir 
Couderc, pp. XXIV-XXV, et Dictionnaire d’histoire et de 
geographic ecclesiastiques, t. XII, Paris, 19^3, col. 14^1. 

1 Dans l’6dition Cologne, 1731, p. 6, col. 2. 

2 Pour ce manuscrit voir aussi notre Note complementaire sur les manuscrits berchoriens de Worcester , 
plus loin, pp. 73-8. 

2 Monfrin, pp. 43^-6, sous B. 

4 Que M. M. les Conservateurs de manuscrits qui ont bien voulu mettre k la disposition de l’lnsti- 
tuut voor Laat Latijn des microfilms ou des photocopies, veuillent bien trouver ici l'expression de 
notre sincere reconnaissance. 



Ch. Samaran et R. Marichal, Cat. des mss. en ecriture 
latine portant des indications de date , de lieu ou de copiste , t. 
VI..., 1968, p. £16, inserent ce ms. parmi les“ Manuscrits 
elimines ou douteux”, avec la remarque: “Le copiste qui a 
ecrit le premier cahier du ms. (ff. 1-12) et le dernier f. a 
signe au f. iiv°: ‘Explicit tabula... F. N. de SauzayoV* 

2. C: Le ms. Coblence, Staatsarchiv, Gymnasial Bibl., Abt. 701, nr. 
20£, ff. i£9 r -40£ r , papier, XVe siecle (apres 1439), contenant Lettre- 
dedicace (f. i£9 r a-b), Prologue (ff. 1 ^9 r b-i61 v a), puis (ff. i6i v a- 
40 $ T ) Red. I-IX, iii. Provenance: Dominicains de Coblence. 

Monfrin, p. 43£ (corriger VIII en IX, iii). - RBMA IV, p. 243 
place le manuscrit a tort parmi ceux du Repertorium. Le directeur 
du Staatsarchiv, Graf Looz-Gorswarem, a bien voulu nous 
ecrire notamment ce qui suit: 

“In dem handschriftlichen ‘Index librorum manu scriptorum, 
“qui adservantur in bibliotheca gymnasii regii confluentii, 
“primum compositus a. 1822, curis secundis elaboratus a. 
“1831 et 1832 ab Ernesto Dronke’ ist die Handschrift nicht 
“beschrieben. Es heisst lediglich zu der heute als Nr. 205 
“gefiihrten Handschrift: ‘1. Liber de Sanctissima Trinitate. 
“2. Berchorii morale reductorium’ .... 

“Die Handschrift Abt. 701 Nr. 2o£ ist ein Papierkodex des 
“i£. Jhs (nach 1439) und stammt aus dem Koblenzer Domini- 
“kanerkloster. Uber den 1. Teil (fol. i r -i£4 v ) berichtet 
“Martin Grabmann, Eine ungedruckte theologische Summa aus 
“dem Jahre 1439, in Scholastik 27, 19^2, S. 68-76. Der 2. 
“Teil (fol. i£9 r -40£ r ) enthalt das Reductorium morale des 
“Petrus Berchorius mit Widmung und Prolog (Videte 
“quoniam), aber nur die Bucher 1 bis 8 einschliesslich. 
“Inwieweit Buch 8 vollstandig abgeschrieben ist, kann hier 
“nicht nachgepriift werden (Explicit: nam sicut dicitur in libro 
“de natura terre. Artikel: Angwilla unter pisces)”. 

Au desinit du manuscrit correspond dans V edition Cologne, 
1731, p. 2£3, col. 1, lignes 3-4 du cap. iii: “in lib. de natura 
rerum n ; cf. le manuscrit de Thomas de Cantimpre, Utrecht 
710, f. ii4 v b, lignes 2 et 3 d’en bas. 

3. E: Le ms. Escurial e.III.20, olim IV.L.£. - III.F.11, ff. i r -8o v , 

parchemin, XlVe siecle, contenant Lettre-dedicace (f. i r a-i v a), 
Prologue (ff. i v a~4 r a), Red. I-III, xv (De cibo ); desinit (f. 8 o v ): per 
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consequens magis projicit , & medetur. Provenance: la librairie de Mateo 
Dandolo a Venise (cote CXLVIII); acquis en 1573. 

Monfrin, p. 43£ (corriger cote et nombre de feuillets). - G. 
Antolin, Catdlogo de los codices latinos de la Real Biblioteca del 
Escorial y Madrid, t. II, 1911, pp. 81-3; t. I, 1910, pp. XXVII- 
XXVIII; t. V, 1923, p. 102. 

Le desinit se lit dans V edition Cologne, 1731, p. 72, col. 1, 
lignes 34-5. 

4. MC: Le ms. Mont-Cassin 473, olim 202 et 93^, 678 pages (pp. goS 
et 678 en blanc), parchemin, XlVe-XVe siecles, contenant Lettre- 
dedicace (pp. i a -2 a ), Prologue (pp. 2 a -7 a ), puis Red. I-IX. 

Monfrin, p. 436. - La cote se trouve aussi chez Montfaucon, I, 
p. 229, col. i.-RBMAW = 19^4, p. 241, le place a tort par- 
mi les manuscrits de Red. XVI. - M. Inguanez, Codicum 
casinensium manuscriptorum catalogus , III, Mont-Cassin, 1940-1, 
p. 114. 

A. Caravita, I codici e le arti a Monte Cassino , t. I, Mont-Cassin, 
1869, p. 368, datait le manuscrit du XlVe siecle. Cet auteur, 
bien qu’il signale les rapports etroits entre le Mont-Cassin et 
Avignon, apres que Jean XXII en 1321 eut erige Tabbaye en 
eveche (p. 333), ne compte pourtant pas le ms. 473 parmi les 
nombreux manuscrits en provenance d’Avignon. 

C\est sans doute a ce manuscrit que se rapporte Vltem lib. de 
proprietatibus rerum moraliz. prima pars dans la liste des livres 
donnes a l’abbaye par Henricus Thomacellus, abbe de 1396- 
1413 (M. Inguanez, Catalogi codicum casinensium antiqui (saec. 
VIII-XV), Mont-Cassin, 1941, p. 14). 

g. O: Le ms. Oxford, Bodl. Douce 177 (Madan 217^1), 4^8 ff., 
parchemin, XVe siecle, contenant Lettre-dedicace (f. i r a-i v a), Prologue 
(ff. i v a-4 v a), Red. I-X (ff. 4 v a>4^8). Provenance inconnue. Donne a 
Douce par Roger Wilbraham. 

Monfrin, p. 436. — Catalogue of the Printed Books and Manuscripts 
bequeathed by Francis Douce , Esq. to the Bodleian Library , Oxford, 
1840, p. 30. - F. Madan, A Summary Catalogue of Western 
Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library at Oxford . . . , IV ( Collec¬ 
tions received during the first half of the 19th Century ), Nos. 
16670-24330, Oxford, 1897, pp. £4£-6. 

6. Pj: Le ms. Paris, B. N. lat. 14276, 334 ff., parchemin, XlVe siecle, 
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contenant Lettre-dedicace (ff. i r a-i v a), Prologue (ff. i v a-4 v b), Red. 
I-IX (ff. 4 v b-334 v b). Provenance: Saint-Victor (cote 310; 007 du 
catalogue de Grandrue, B. N. lat. 14767, ff. i39 v -i4o r ). 

Monfrin, non insere p. 436, mais voir p. 434 et p. 435, lignes 
4-5. - RBMA IV = 1954, p. 241, place ce ms. dubitativement, 
mais a tort, parmi les mss. de Red. XVI. - L. Delisle, Inventaire 
des mss. latins de St-Victor conserves d la Bibliotheque imperiale 
sous les numeros 14232-15175, dans B£C, XXX = 1869, p. 3 
(“Fin du XlVe s. Peint.”). 

C’est un des mss. copies ou acquis entre 1417 et 1458 par les 
soins de Johannes La Masse, religieux, plus tard prieur et abbe 
de Saint-Victor (L. Delisle, Le cabinet des manuscrits . . . , II, 
Paris, 1874, p. 217; cf. A. Franklin, Histoire generate de Paris . 
Les anciennes bibliotheques de Paris , t. I, Paris, 1867, p. 146). 

7. P 2 : Le ms. Paris, B. N. lat. 16785, 292 ff., parchemin, XVe (?) 
siecle, contenant Lettre-dedicace (f. i r a-i v a), Prologue (ff. i v a-4 r a), 
Red. I-IX (ff. 4 r a-292 v a). Provenance: Grands-Augustins de Paris, 44. 

Monfrin, p. 435; p. 436. - RBMA IV = 1954, p. 241, place ce 
ms. dubitativement, mais a tort, parmi les mss. de Red. XVI. 
— L. Delisle, Inventaire des mss. latins de Notre-Dame et d'autres 
fonds conserves a la Bibliotheque nationale sous les numeros 16719- 
18613 , dans BEC, XXXI = 1870, p. 469 (“XV s. Peint.”). 
Ce ms. forme, avec les mss. 16686 et 16687, le seul exemplaire 
manuscrit complet connu du Reductorium en seize livres. Vu 
que B. Haureau ( Memoires de l’lnstitut national de France , Aca- 
demie des Inscriptions et belles-lettres , t. XXX, Paris, 1883, p. 50) 
et Ch. Samaran (op. cit ., p. 342) datent le ms. 16787 du XlVe 
siecle, il y a tout lieu de reexaminer la date de cette serie. 
C’est peut-etre a cette serie de mss. du Reductorium que 
Paugustin Jacques Legrand a emprunte les exempla pour ses 
sermons (voir E. Beltran, Jacques Legrand (*(*141 5) predicateur , 
dans Analecta Augustiniana XXX = 1967, p. 2o2, note 24). 

8. Pgj: Le ms. Prague, Mus. Nat. 3147 (XII A 8), 172 ff., parchemin, 
miniatures, XlVe siecle, contenant Lettre-dedicace (f. i r a-i v a), 
Prologue (ff. i v a-4 v a), puis (ff. 4 v a-i72) Red. I-IV, xxviii (De medico); 
desinit: vel facitfieri omnia supradicta. Provenance : Couvent des Augustins 
de Roudnice. 

Monfrin, p. 436. - RBMA IV = 1954, p. 241, le place dubitati¬ 
vement, mais a tort, parmi les manuscrits de Red. XVI. - 
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F. M. Bartos, Soupis Rukopisu Narodniho Musea v Praze [Catalogus 
codicum manu scriptorum Musaei Nationalis Pragensis ], II, Prague, 
1927, p. 213 (“ Prima pars reductorii moralis quinque librorum”; 
le manuscrit est done probablement mutile de la fin du 
quatrieme livre et du cinquieme). 

Le desinit se lit dans T edition Cologne, 1731, p. 101, col. 2, 
ligne 46. 

9. Pgj: Le ms. Prague, Mus. Nat. 34^6 (XIV D 4), ff. 2-141, parchemin, 
debut XVe siecle, contenant Lettre-dedicace (f. 2 r a-2 v b), Prorogue 
(ff. 2 v b-6 v a), Red. I-IV (ff. 6 v b-i4i). Provenance: Eglise de Cesky- 
Krumlov. Don de Magister Jaksso (f. 2 r ). 

Monfrin, p. 436 (XlVe s.) - RBMA IV = 1954, p. 241, le 
place dubitativement, mais a tort, parmi les manuscrits de 
Red. XVI. Voir le catalogue de Bartos cite pour Pgj, pp. 298-9. 

10. Ch: A ces neuf manuscrits, il faut ajouter le texte de la Lettre- 
dedicace qu’on lit au f. I r a-b de T edition du Reductorium I-XIV imprimee 
par Claude Chevallon a Paris en 1 £ 2 1 : 

“Reductorii moralis fratris Petri Berchorii libri quatuordecim, perfectam 
officiorum atque morum rationem ac pene totam nature complectentes 
historiam. . . Venumdatur Parrisiis, apud Claudium Chevallon . . . - 
A la Jin: Parrisiis, apud Claudium Chevallon . . . anno Domini millesimo 
quingentesimo vigesimoprimo. - Parrisiis , i£2i. In-fol., car. goth., 
LV-36^ ff., titre avec encadrement grave sur bois, marques typogr. 
de B. Rembolt sur le titre et de C. Chevallon a la fin”. 

Nous citons le titre conformement au Catalogue general des 
livres imprimes de la Bibliotheque nationale y Auteurs , XI, Paris, 
192^, col. 1120 (Res. D.1226). 

Monfrin, p. 444. - Thorndike and Kibre, A Catalogue of 
Incipits . . ., citent F edition Chevallon pour Tincipit du 

premier livre ( l 1937, col. 192 ; 2 1963,001.411), non pour la 
Lettre-dedicace et le Prologue. 

Le collationnement de ces dix temoins ne saurait aboutir a un arbre 
genealogique des manuscrits, etant donne que, pour ce petit fragment du 
Reductorium , les fautes communes sont trop peu nombreuses et insuffisam- 
ment caracteristiques. Pourtant, la comparaison a permis de conclure 
que C et Pg2 sont defectueux et que, parmi les autres, Pgj est excellent, 
superieur notamment a P 2 . C’est done Pg x , e’est-a-dire le ms. Prague, 
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Musee national 3147 (XII A8) que nous editons ici, avec un apparat 
critique reduit, et en corrigeant les fautes evidentes a Taide des autres 
temoins. 


[f. I'a] [EPISTOLA DEDICATORIA]* 1 


Reuerendissimo in Xristo patri ac domino, domino [Petro] 2 de Pratis, 
digna Dei prouidencia episcopo Penestrino^ ac sacrosancte Romane eccle- 
sie cardinali nec non ad presens uicecancellario domini nostri Pape, 
frater Petrus Berchorii, [pauper &] 4 peccator, monachus, seruitor & 
familiaris eiusdem, seipsum ad perpetuum famulatum. 

Quia, pater reuerendissime, iustum uidetur & congruums, teste sen- 
tencia Salomonis a , quod is qui ficum seruat & irrigat quandoque loco & 
tempore percipiat fructus eius - et hoc ne forte sit sicut ille agricola qui 
ficum habens in orto suo annis singulis ueniebat ad ipsam querens 
fructum & non inueniens, quapropter ipsam mandauit succidi & de orto 
ipsius submoueri b — hinc est, pater & domine, quod cum iam diu est me 
ficum infructuosam & 6 aridam, in agro & uiridario domus tue duxeris 
transplantandum & diuersis graciis & beneficiis irrigandum, sciens quod 
plerumque arbores transplantacione proficiunt quodque quando 7 
Paulus plantat & Apollo rigat c , fructus uberiores proueniunt & succres- 
cunt, dignum & congruum iudicaui fructus laborum meorum tibi 
pandere ut sic de me arbore tua, quamquam infructuosa et sterili, possis 
complacenciam aliquam reportare. 

Tibi igitur, creatori & patri 8 meo, intendo ofiferre uitem in qua 
erunt tres propagines. Quarum uvas in calice tuo comprimens tamquam 
bonus Pharaonis 9 pincerna I0 / d spero letificare cor tuum e , quod erga 
sciencias non solum ciuiles & canonicas, sed eciam theologicas & morales 
scio sollicitum & attentum 11 . Tres autem iste propagines tres sunt libri 


* Le texte a etabli par Mile Maria S. van der Bijl, qui a aussi rassemble une partie de la docu¬ 
mentation. 


1 CP Incipit prohemium moralis Reductorii; 

C, £, MC y O, P, tit. om .; P 2 Epistola; Pg l Prolo- 
gus. Incipit prologus in reductorium Morale 
quod composuit frater P. Berchorii ordinis 
sancti benedicti; Pg 2 cancell.: Incipit reductorium 
morale; Ch Epistola nuncupatoria. 

2 Pg, P. 

3 CP, C, MC t 0 , P„ P 2 , Pg lf Pg 2 , Ch; E peie- 
strino. 


4 Pg t om. 

s CP, 0 , P,, P 2 , Pg 2 congrue. 

6 diu - &] C factum me. 

7 CP, C, £, 0 , P ly Pg 2 quandoque. 

8 creatori & patri] C patri et domino. 

9 tamquam bonus Pharaonis] C om.- 

10 £, MCy Pg 2 piscema; P 2 picerna. 

11 Oy Pg 2 attenticum. 


a Prov. XXVII, 18. b Luc. XIII, 6-7. c Cf. 1 Cor. Ill, 6. d Cf. Gen. XL f 9-11. 
e Cf.Prov.XXVUy 11. 
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seu tres laborum meorum particule tibi uel nunc uel alias propinande, 
scilicet MORALE REDUCTORIUM, MORALE REPERTORIUM, que duo iaitl 
tibi in presenti 1 expono, et consequenter morale directorium, 2 quod 
si uita comes fuerit 3 offerre tue maiestati propono. Amicus enim 
evangelicus licet sompnolentus & dormiens legitur superuenienti amico 
tres panes acomodasse a ; mulier eciam euangelica tria farine sata [f. i r b] 
legitur fermentasse b . Simili ergo modo ego inter amicos & seruitores 
tuos pauperior, quamquam sompnolentus & negligens possim dici, in 
archiuo 4 librorum tuorum istos tres panes acomodo & pro turba Xristi 
famelica recreanda c ista tria sata farine 5 fermento, & pro nutriendis lacte 
non solido cibo d simplicibus qualescumque cibos ignarus pulmentarius 
conficio uel compono. Et, ut verum fatear 6 , pulchrum depingere homi- 
nem pictor fedus mille colorum Conor generibus & tamquam fatuus 
medicus 7 curare alios non meipsum e contra regulam racionis contendo. 

Istos igitur 8 tres panes istaque tria sata farine, id est istas tres 
particulas rudis & simplicis doctrine rudimentis 9 rusticalibus a me rudi 
ruditer pro rudibus pre rudit[at]e 10 , tua benigna (grata) 11 paternitas grate 
recipiat, & de me spina sterili qualescumque uvas & rosas forsitan colli- 
gens f , istos panes & farinam quos ofifero, ac 12 si poma aurea de Esperidum 13 
silua colligeret, gratitudine tanta sumat. Nec indignetur eadem si parum 
est quod ofifero tanto [patri] 14 , sed attendat pocius affectum quam manum 15 
& cogitet quod magis est pensanda ofiferentis uoluntas quam oblati 
utilitas uel mayestas. Paupercula enim uidua 16 que solum in erario 
templi duo rtiinuta posuit, magis posuisse asseritur multis aliis diuitibus 
qui multa maiora [ap]ponere 17 uidebanturS. Cum ergo sciat ueneranda 
paternitas 18 tua quod profunda fluuiorum scrutatus h non extiterim nec 
Iordanis influxerit in os meum 1 quodque Minerue non perforatus cus- 
pidibus nec fonte potatus Pegaseo 19 , Apollinis 20 monte bicipiti non 


1 in presenti] C in presentibus; £, MC in presen- 
ciarum; Ch impresentiarum. 

2 CF, £, 0 , Pj, P 2 , Pg 2 ductorium, sed vide Pro- 
logum in Keductorium, ed. Colonia Agrippina, 
1731 , p. 2, col. 1,1. 3, 

3 quod — fuerit] C om. 

4 C archana. 
s sata farine] P,, Ch inr. 

6 Et - fatear] C uel ut verius dico. 

7 fatuus medicus] Pg 2 status modicus. 

8 CF, Pg 2 ergo. 

9 C, Pg l ; cet. indumentis. 

a Luc. XI, 5-8. b Mt. XIII, 33. c 
f CJ. Mt. VII, 16. g Marc. XII, 41-4. 


10 C, P,; cet. rudite. 

11 Pg x add. 

12 C, MC, Pg ly Ch; cet. sic. 

*3 de Esperidum] Cde aspidum; Pg 2 desperidum. 
14 P(li principi. 

18 C, £, MC, 0 , Pi, P 2 , Ch magnum; Pg 2 mag- 
nam. 

16 P x mulier. 

17 ?9i proponere. 

18 ueneranda p.] CPvenerenda paternitas; Cpa- 
temitas reuerenda; £, MC reueranda paternitas. 

19 CF, E, P 2 , pegaleo; Cpe cum lac.; A/Cpegeleo. 

20 C appollonis. 

d CJ. Hebr. V, 12. e Cf. Luc. IV, 23. 
i CJ. lob XL, 18. 


CJ.Mt.XV, 32-9. 

h cj. hb xxvm, 
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dormiui, spero quod eadem a me eli[n]gui & 1 inscio, Aristotilis 2 pro- 
posiciones, Tholomei 3 4 * consideraciones, S[o]cratis* sapienciam et Tullii 
eloquenciam non requiret sed - quia nouit quod deficiens pondere, 
numero & mensura a inuenior minus habens - si, cum sim paruulus 8 9 , 
loquar ut paruulus 6 & sapiam 7 ut paruulus 8 / b , michi parce[t)’. 

Igitur confido in Domino quod hiis omnibus consideratis serenitas 
tua, pie pater, labores meos non detestabitur 10 , sed pocius solita 
benignitate qua mentes intuencium allicis, solita caritate 11 qua multos 
amplexaris & reficis, solita humilitate qua nullum uilipendis aut despicis, 
solita prudencie [f. i v a] luminositate qua preterita, presencia 12 & 
futura sollerter consideras et respicis, solita iusticie equitate qua Grecis 
& barbaris, sapientibus & insipientibus debitorem 0 te reputans, cum sis 
liber ab omnibus, seruum singulorum te efficis d , munus modicum quod 
tibi pauper seruitor offero - quod re uera non estdignum 13 presencia tanti 
patris - non dedignabitur, sed pocius iuxta Cathonis elogium l *l e grata 
beniuolencia persequetur 15 . 

Quern 16 igitur 17 ordinem huius reductorii uidere delectat, sequen- 
tem collacionem 18 / 1 perlegat que libri 1 * ordinem manifestat ad laudem 
scilicet &gloriam Creatoris, qui linguas infancium 20 facit disertas 2I /« & a 
quo omnis sapiencia h & omne donum perfectum desursum est 1 , qui est 
benedictus in secula seculorum 22 . 


1 elingui &J CP, Pg 2i om.; C eligo met; O, P,, P 2 
tam; Pg t eligui &. 

2 C Aristotolis. 

2 C, Ch ptolomei; E Tololomei; 
P,,P 2 ptholomei. 

4 Pg l sacratis. 

s O, P 2 add. &. 

6 loquar ut paruulus] CP, Pg 2 om. 

7 0 , P, sapiencia. 

* CP, 0 , P„ P 2 , Pg 2 paruulo. 

9 Pg t parces. 

10 £, 0 , Pj, P 2 , Pg 2 detestabit. 

11 qua - caritate] P, om. 

12 preterita, presencia] Pg l ; cet. inv. 


12 CP, P,, P 2 i. dignum; E s. dignum; Oi.indig- 
num; Pg 2 indignum. 

*4 CP, Pg 2 om .;0 eulugium; P, eulagium. 

12 P, P, 0 , P,, P 2 , Pg 2t persequar; MC prose¬ 
quitur. 

16 C qui; MC quam. 

17 CP, C ergo. 

18 C prologum. 

19 que libri] C, P, qui libri; Oqui liber; Pg 2 
quod liber. 

20 £, MC y 0 , Pg 2y Ch infantinas. 

21 £, MC disertinas; 0 ditas; P, desertas; Pg 2 
deseruitinas. 

22 C add. Amen. 


a CJ. Sap. XI, 21. b Cf. i Cor. XIII, ii. c Rom. I, 14. d I Cor. IX, 19. e Disticha Catonis , 
I, 20: Exiguum munus cum det tibi pauper amicusjaccipito placide y plene laudare memento (ed. M. Boas & 
H. J. Botschuyver, Amsterdam, 1952, p. $$). f supra , p. 62. g Sap. X, 21. h Cf. Ecci I, 1. 
i lac. I, 17. 
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Note Complementaire sur les Manuscrits 
Berchoriens de Worcester 

J. ENGELS 


Le ms. Worcester, Cathedral Chapter Library Q.93 1 pose un probleme 
particulier consistant dans sa relation avec un autre manuscrit berchorien 
de cette bibliotheque, a savoir le ms. F. 95 porte disparu depuis 1821. 
Lorsqu’en cette annee-la les manuscrits ont ete places de nouveau dans 
Lordre du catalogue de Hopkins (1697)2, on a constate Labsence du ms. 
cote F[olio].95 chez Hopkins, mais la presence d’un ms. Q[uarto].93, qui 
n’etait pas signale dans ce catalogue, lequel s’arrete apres Q.80. 

A propos de la relation entre les mss. F.9^ et Q.93, le catalogue de 
Floyer-Hamilton (1906)3 a emis trois opinions contradictoires: 

1) A la p. 47, apres la citation de Litem de Hopkins*: “F.9£. Figurae 
cum moralitate a Genesi ad Apocalypsin ”, il est dit: “Reported as missing in 
1821, and no longer in the library”. 

2) A la p. i££, il est dit des ff. 1-80 du ms. Q.93: “This treatise is 
probably wdiat remains of F.93^, q.v.”. 

3) A la p. 173: “F.93;. There seems, however, to be little doubt that 
this volume is now Q.93”. 

Atkins et Ker 5 font seulement etat des opinions 1) et 3) de Floyer- 
Hamilton. Ils se rallient a 3), etant d’avis que le F.95 doit etre identifie 
avec le Q.93 6 . En outre, ils estiment que ce manuscrit est vise par 
1 * item 8 2 du catalogue dresse par Young en 16 2 2 - 3, et libelle comme suit: 


1 Voir Vivarium VII = 1969, p. 63. 

2 W. Hopkins, Librorum Manuscriptorum Ecclesiae Cathedralis apud Vigorniam Catalogus continens codices 
CCUIy imprim£ dans Bernard, Catalogi librorum manuscriptorum Angliae et Hiberniae , Oxford, 1697, II, i, 
pp. 16-22. — Sur ce catalogue, voir Catalogus Librorum Manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Wigorniensis t made 
in 1622-1623 by Patric Young , Librarian to King James /, edited with an Introduction by I. Atkins and 
Neil R. Ker, Cambridge, 1944, p. 1; pp. 24-9. 

3 J. K. Floyer and S. G. Hamilton, Catalogue of Manuscripts preserved in the Chapter Library of Worcester 
Cathedral, Oxford, 1906. 

4 Bernard, op. cit. y p. 18, col. b. 

* Ed. cit, , p. 28, note 4; N. R. Ker, Medieval Libraries of Great Britain f A List of Surviving Books 2 3 4 t 
London, 1964, p. 21$. 

6 Ed. cit., p. 7 Si p. 76. 
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“Figurae cum moralitate de Genesi usque adfinem apocalypsis anon.foL rec.” 1 . 

J’admets sans difficult^ que Pitern 82 de Young et Pitem F.9^ de 
Hopkins, presque identiques, se rapportent au meme manuscrit. Par 
contre, Pidentite in toto du Q.93 et du F.9^ disparu me parait sujette a 
caution. II est difficile de comprendre, du moins a en jugerloin, comment 
ce manuscrit, classe par Young et par Hopkins parmi les in-folio, aurait 
pu etre range plus tard parmi les in-quarto. En outre, les items 82 de 
Young et F.9^ de Hopkins consistent dans un seul titre, tandis que, des 
qu’un manuscrit contient plusieurs traites, leurs catalogues le mention- 
nent d’ordinaire expressement. 

Cette derniere objection ne s’applique pas a Popinion 2) de Floyer- 
Hamilton: ce seraient seulement les IT. 1-80 du Q.93 qui representeraient 
le F.9£. Ils auraient ete relies plus tard avec les ff. 81-3^8 V , et Pensemble 
constituerait Pactuel Q.93. La reliure ne pourrait alors dater d’avant 
1697. Pourtant, la notice de Ker 2 3 donne Pimpression qu’elle doit etre 
plus ancienne. (Notons entre parentheses que celui qui a fait executer la 
reliure a du etre conscient que Pensemble a pour auteur Pierre Bersuire; 
sinon comment aurait-il eu Pidee de relier une moralisation des figures 
bibliques avec un compendium d’histoire naturelle et un commentaire 
des Metamorphoses ?) Cette seconde opinion de Floyer-Hamilton n’est 
guere compatible avec la repartition des deux mains distinguees par 
M. Milburn*. Finalement, le libelle meme des items de Young et Hopkins: 
Figurae cum moralitate . . . pour un manuscrit dont Pexplicit (f. 8o v ) 
declare expressement: . . . et sic estjinis xvi libri reductorii moralis . . ., 
ne laisse pas de surprendre. D’autant plus que Young ajoute le qualificatif 
anon[yme]. On le voit, Popinion 2) de Floyer-Hamilton n'est pas non plus 
sans reproche. 

11 y a done lieu d’examiner aussi Popinion 1) de Floyer-Hamilton: 
le ms. F. 9£, qui n’aurait rien a voir avec le Q.93, aurait simplement 
disparu. Cela revient a se poser la question suivante: N’y a-t-il pas 
eu deux exemplaires de Red. XVI dans la bibliotheque de Worcester, 
qui etait celle d’un prieure benedictin jusqu’a la Dissolution des 
monasteres en 1^38? 

A cet egard, il importe de remarquer qu’il y a encore aujourd’hui a 
Worcester, et depuis longtemps, un second exemplaire de Red. XIV 
aussi bien que de Red. XV. 


1 Ed. cit p. 39. 

2 Op. cit.y p. 2 I 

3 Voir plus haut, p. 64. 
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Un exemplaire de Red . XIV, De mundi mirabilibus , - different de celui 
du Q.93 1 - est contenu dans le ms. mixte F. 19, dont nous n’avons pas pu 
sollicker a temps un microfilm. Ce manuscrit comportant plus de 166 ff., 
du debut du XVe siecle 2 , conserve a Worcester des environ i^oo 3 , a ete 
signale par Young (item 241)* et par Hopkins 3 . Plus recemment, il a ete 
decrit par H. Schenkl 6 et dans Floyer-Hamilton 7 . Ces derniers y ont 
distingue £ traites differents, qui ont en commun de traiterd’unemaniere 
ou d’une autre des vices et des vertus. Par contre, Hopkins n’a pas 
signale le traite 2, tandis que pour Young le manuscrit contient un seul 
traite d’ethique 8 Fasciculus morum , qui porte le nom du traite mais qui 
aurait emprunte sa matiere aux traites 2, 3 et 4. C’est assez derputant, 
mais on peut deblayer quelque peu le terrain. 

Schenkl et Floyer-Hamilton ont note que le traite 2 (ff. 38-103) 
porte comme titre De differentia venialium et mortalium et a comme 
explicit: Tractatus valde utilis de vitiis et virtutibus . Ce traite anonyme a ete 
signale depuis par le professeur Morton W. Bloomfield dans A Prelimi¬ 
nary List oj Incipits of Latin Works on the Virtues and Vices y mainly of the 
thirteenth , fourteenth , and fifteenth Centuries 9 , mais sans information 
nouvelle. 

Schenkl et Floyer-Hamilton ont ensuite note que le traite 4 (ff. 131 - 
60) est intitule Liber qui dicitur Nich[o]l[ai\ de Furno. C’est une Tabula 
moralis Alphabctica (Hopkins) avec l’incipit: Abicere debemus fetorem 
immundicie. Cette Table ne parait pas avoir ete signalee par Bloomfield. 

Sur le, traite t; (ff. 161 sqq .), nous sommes un peu mieux informes. 
L’incipit: Anselmus de similitudinibus: sic est de corde hominis permet de 
reconnaitre ce texte dans les numeros 68 et 1040 de Bloomfield 10 . Ils’agit 
du Fasciculus morum attribue a Robert Silk (?) ou a John Spicer (?), et 
pour lequel Bloomfield a retrace une quinzaine de manuscrits. 


1 Voir plus haut, p. 64. 

2 Atkins and Ker, ed. cit., p. 50. 

3 Ker, op. cit., p. 210; p. 205, 3 lignes d’en bas. 

* Atkins and Ker, loc. cit. 

3 Bernard, op. cit., p. 16. 

6 Bibliotheca patrum latinorum Britannica X, Die Bibliotheken der englischen Kathedralen ( Fortsetzung), 
XVIII, Worcester, dans Sitzungsberichte der Phil.-Hist. Classe der K. Akademie der Wissenschaften, 
139. Band, Wien, 1898, p. 46, n° 4291. 

7 Op. cit., p. 10. 

8 Pour cette cat^gorie de textes, voir H.-M. Rochais, FloriUges spirituels. I. Floriliges latins dans 
Dictionnaire de Spiritualite, V, 1964, coll. 435-60, et Ph. Delhaye, II. FloriUges medievaux d’ethique, 
qui suit imm£diatement (coll. 460-75). 

9 TraditioXl = 1955, p. 287, n° 225. 

10 Art. cit., p. 271; pp. 373-4* 
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Le traite 3 (if. 104-30) est intitule dans le manuscrit: Secundus liber 
Eligii de mirabilibus mundi . Pourtant, l’incipit Quia Deus cotidie Jacit 
magnalia, cite par Schenkl et Floyer-Hamilton, est celui du Prologue de 
Red. XIV 1 , et liber Eligii sans doute une faute de transmission pour liber 
prioris sancti Eligii a le livre du prieur de Saint-Eloi”, i.e. Bersuire. C’est le 
titre qu’on lit dans le ms. Oxford, Digby 206 de Red . XIV: Moralizatio 
prioris S. Eligii de mirabilibus mundi , ii libb. z . Quant a la division en deux 
livres, Bersuire indique dans le Prologue 3 que Red. XIV consiste en deux 
parties. La premiere partie (cap. i-lviii)* presente et moralise les 
mirabilia dans l’ordre alphabetique des regions oil ilsavaientete localises; 
la seconde partie (cap. lix-lxxv) ceux qui n’avaient pu etre localises dans 
une region determinee. Secundus liber , dans le titre du traite 3, est done 
une erreur: il faudrait Primus liber. Schenkl remarque que ce traite est 
incomplet. Je ne sais s’il a observe que, comme le notent Floyer-Hamil¬ 
ton, les ff. 127-30 ont ete deplaces, le traite s’arretant au f. 124; les ff. 
125-6 etant reste en blanc. Toujours est-il que Schenkl avait raison. La 
suite du traite 3 se trouve dans le traite 1 (ff. 3-37) intitule Tractatus de 
mirabilibus mundi ad mores applicatis , mutile du debut. L’incipit, cite par 
Schenkl: [. . . ] bestie meliores sunt illis se lit en effet Red. XIV, lix$, e’est- 
a-dire dans le premier chapitre de la seconde partie. Puis, Ignium mirabilia 
multa sunt in natura 6 constitue le debut du chapitre Ixi?. Il n’y a done plus 
guere de doute que les traites 3 et 1 aient forme a Torigine un seul 
manuscrit de Red. XIV. L’examen du texte devra decider s’il s’agit d’un 
exemplaire complet ou lacuneux. 

Le ms. F.89, 166 ff., de la fin du XlVe siecle 8 ou du debut du XVe 9 , 
provenant du Couvent des Dominicains de Worcester 10 , signale par 


* Voir Repertonum biblicum medii aevi (RBMA ), IV = 1954, p. 237, n° 642$, xiv. - L’incipit manque 
chez Bloomfield, qui a seulement pu utiliser RBMA I-III, 1950-1, de sorte que pour les incipit de 
Bersuire, il faut toujours recourir k la liste presque complete de RBMA IV, pp. 236-41. C’est sans 
doute par une autre voie qu’on trouve recueilli isol&nent l’incipit de Red. XVI, p. 282, n° 178 
(cf. RBMA IV, p. 238, n° 6426, I). 

2 Voir A. G. Little, Initia operum latinorum quae saeculis xiii. xiv. xv. attribuuntur secundum ordinem 
Alphabeti disposita, Manchester, 1904 (= repr. New York 1958), p. 191. Little ajoute, a tort, 
[Ord. Min. J? . - L’incipit du XlVe livre aurait du etre recueilli avec celui du XVe dans la notice sur 
Little dans Vivarium II = 1964, p. 87. 

3 Edition Cologne, 1731, p. 564, col. 2, ligne 12 d’en bas et sqq. 

4 Inc.: Africa generaliter est tertia pars orbis; cf. RBMA y n° 6425, xiv. 
s Inc.: Circa humanam naturam multa sunt mirabilia; cf. ibid. 

6 Edition Cologne, 1731, p. 608, col. 1, ligne 8 d’en bas. 

7 Ibid., p. 616, col. 1, ligne 8 d’en bas. 

8 Schenkl, art. cit. y p. 53, n° 4318. Atkins and Ker, ed. cit. r p. 39 (84). 

9 Ker, op. cit. t p. 215. 

i° Ker, op. cit ., p. 215. 
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Young (item S4 1 ) et par Hopkins 2 3 4 * , decrit dans Floyer-Hamilton*, 
contient deux traites. Le premier commence par Abstinentia caro do[m]a- 
tur. II s’agit d’une Tabula super sacram Scripturam attribute a Jacques de 
Voragine, dont F. Stegmiiller* et surtout Morton W. Bloomfield* 
signalent plusieurs autres manuscrits, tous anglais ou d’origine anglaise. 
Le second traite (ff. 130-166), un commentaire moralisant des Metamor¬ 
phoses , est attribue dans le manuscrit a John Ridewall. Cette attribution 
a ete reprise par Young 6 7 , Hopkins?, Floyer-Hamilton 8 et Schenkl 9 . 
Toutefois, ces deux demiers ayant cite l’incipit: A veritate quidem auditum 
auertent; adfabulas autem conuertentur , Mario Esposito 10 a, en i9i£,conclu 
avec raison qu’il s’agit en fait de Red. XV, Ovidius moralizatus. Pour le 
moment, il nous suffit de preciser que c’est la version A(vignon). 

Cette presence, a Worcester, d’un second exemplaire de Red . XIV 
et de Red. XV ne saurait etonner, si Ton est attentif au nombre et a la 
repartition des manuscrits de Bersuire 11 . Pour le Repertorium 12 13 , nous avons 
conserve une quinzaine de manuscrits complets, a cote de nombreux 
manuscrits partiels 1 * ; cela montre sa grande vogue, qu’ilfaudraexpliquer 
un jour. Pour le Reductorium en revanche, nous n’avons conserve qu’un 
seul exemplaire manuscrit complete, avec peu de manuscrits des livres 
I-XIIPs. C’est que le Reductorium , en tant qu’encyclopedie, n’a pas pu 
rivaliser serieusement avec le De Proprietatibus rerum de Barthelemy 
P Anglais (que Bersuire avait remanie dans ses livres I-XIII), ni avec le 
De naturis rerum de Thomas de Cantimpre, ni avec le Speculum de Vincent 
de Beauvais. Mais le sort des livres XIV-XVI, ajoutes apres coup par 
Bersuire, a ete different. Ils ont eu, surtout les livres XV et XVI, une 


1 Atkins and Ker, loc. cit. 

2 Bernard, op. cit., p. 18. 

3 Op. cit., p. 4£. 

4 RBMA, m = i9£i, p. 218, 3998, 1. 

3 / 4 rt. cit., p. 266, n° 2g (Bloomfield cite le ms. F. 89). 

6 Loc. cit. 

7 Loc. cit. 

8 Loc. cit. 

9 Loc. cit. 

10 The English Historical Review , XXX = 1915, p. 469; pour cet article, voir Vivarium VI = 1968, 
pp. 102-3. 

11 Voir la bibliographic etablie par Jacques Monfrin dans Ch. Samaran, Pierre Bersuire, Prieur de 
Saint-£loi de Paris (U290-1362), Histoire litteraire de la France, t. 39 = 1962, pp. 434 sqq. 

18 Dans Vivarium HI = 196^, p. 150, ligne 11 d’en haut, une coquille a substitu£ Reductorium d 
Repertorium qu’il fallait. 

13 Monfrin, pp. 441 sqq. sous F. 

*4 Voir plus haut, p. 68. 

Monfrin, pp. 43 £-6, sous B. 
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vogue egale a celle du Repertorium. Cela est prouve par le nombre de 
manuscrits conserves. Monfrin 1 en signale dix pour le livre XIV, De 
mundi mirabilibus , auxquels il faut ajouter notamment le ms. Worcester 
F. 19 precite 2 . Pour le livre XV, Ovidius moralizatus , nous avons 
compte plus de soixante manuscrits, dont le releve pourra etre publie 
sous peu 3 4 . Quant au livre XVI, Figure Biblie moralizate y Monfrin* en a dej& 
signale dix-sept manuscrits. 

Dans ces circonstances, Popinion 1) de Floyer-Hamilton - postulant 
qu’il faut compter a Worcester avec deux exemplaires aussi de Red . XVI: 
Pun, F. 9£ (Young 82), disparu entre 1697 et 1821; Pautre conserve 
au debut du Q.93 actuel - ne parait pas moins plausible que leurs 
opinions 2) et 3). Un nouvel examen du ms. Q.93 malheureusement fort 
endommage, qui tiendrait compte aussi des donnees de Phistoire litterai- 
re, pourrait peut-etre trancher definitivement la question. 


Utrecht 

Instituut voor Laat Latijn 


1 Monfrin, pp. 436-7, sous C. 

2 et d’autres, qui passent maintenant sous le nom soit de Solin, soit de Gervaise de Tilbury. Tel est 
le cas du ms. Madrid, Bibl. Nac. R. 79 signals par L. Thorndike and P. Kibre, A Catalogue of 
Incipits of Mediaeval Scientific Writings in Latin, 2 London, 1963, col. 1216. 

3 Monfrin, pp. 437-40, sous D, en a d£ji signals une cinquantaine. 

4 Monfrin, pp. 440-1, sous £. 
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Reviews 


Mittellateinisches Jahrbuch , hrsg. von K. Langosch unter Mitwirkung von H. Dahlmann, 
F. W. Lenz, C. Minis, A. Onnerfors, W. von den Steinen, H. Walther, IV = 1967 
(A. Henn Verlag, Ratingen). 

A partir de ce volume, le Mittellateinisches Jahrbuch ne parait plus en Selbstverlag chez son 
6diteur Karl Langosch k Cologne, mais k Ratingen chez l’A. Henn Verlag, ce qui mani- 
feste la vitalite et le succ£s de cet annuaire. II contient les articles de fond suivants: 
P. Klopsch, Anonymitat und Selbstnennung mittellateinischer Autoren (pp. 9-25); K. Schrei¬ 
ner, “Venus” und “Virginitas”— Zur Symbolik desSmaragds undzu seinen virtutes (pp. 26-60); 

K. Forstner, Eine Jruhmittelalterliche Interpretation der augustinischen Stillehre (pp. 61-71); 
E. Giilich, Die Bedeutung der Tropologia in der “Ecbasis cuiusdam Captivi” (pp. 72-90); 

L. Gompf, “Querela magistri Treverensis” (Das sogenannte “Carmen Winrici”) (pp. 91*121); 
W. v. d. Steinen, Die Planctus Abaelards - Jephtas Tochter (pp. 122-144); W. Heckenbach 
osb, Zur Parodie beim Archipoeta (pp. 145-154); K. Langosch, Zur “Bittpredigt” des Archi - 
poeta (pp. 1 ££-160); P. Klopsch, Zu “Kaiserhymnus” und “Beichte” des Archipoeta (pp. 161-6); 
idem, Acyrus (Archipoeta VII, 11,2) (pp. 167-171); idem, Weiteres zur Oberlieferung von 
Pseudo-Ovidius “De vetula” (pp. 171-2); P. von Moos, Die Trostschrift des Vinzenz von 
Beauvaisfur Ludwig IX (Vorstudie zur Motiv - und Gattungsgeschichte der consolatio) (pp. 173- 
218); A. Sottili, Zur Biographie Giuseppe Brivios und Majfeo Vegios (pp. 219-242); A. Onner¬ 
fors, Die mittellateinische Philologie in Schweden , Eine Ubersicht (pp. 243-^9). Suivent: 
Besprechungen (pp. 260-301), Anzeigen (pp. 301-3) et Mitteilungen iiber Forschungsarbeiten 
(pp. 303-4). 

J.E. 


Books Received 

MEDIAEVAL AND RENAISSANCE STUDIES; Edited by Richard Hunt, Raymond 
Klibansky, Lotte Labowsky; Vol. VI; 1968 The Warburg Institute University of London. 
Price: £ 3.0.0. Contents: Mary Dickey, Some Commentaries on the De inventione and 
Ad Herennium of the Eleventh and Early Twelfth Centuries; A. B. Scott, The Poems of 
Hildebert Of Le Mans: A New Examination Of the Canon; J. C. Jennings, The Origins of 
The “Elements Series” of the Miracles of the Virgin; f E. Macrae, Geoffrey of Aspall’s 
Commentaries on Aristotle; J. I. Catto, New Light on Thomas Docking O. F. M.; f 
V. Zoubov, Autour des Quaestiones super Geometriam Euclidis de Nicole Oresme; 
L. Labowsky, An Unknown Treatise by Theodorus Gaza; L. Labowsky, An Autograph 
of Niccolo Perotti In The Biblioteca Marciana. Index of Manuscripts. 
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Albertus Magnus and The Problem of Moral Virtue 


STANLEY B. CUNNINGHAM 


I. THE HISTORICAL SETTING 

W ithin the intellectual upheaval that attended the appearance of 
Greek philosophical literature in the Latin West in the early 
thirteenth century, a special problem was put for Christian 
moralists when they were confronted by the theory of natural virtue 
contained in the Nicomachean Ethics of Aristotle. Not surprisingly, 
Christian thinkers had been primarily concerned with supernaturally 
endowed perfections through which man could hope to achieve beati¬ 
tude. In this preoccupation, however, they tended to ignore the question 
and indeed the very possibility of virtue naturally acquired. Albert the 
Great (1206-1280) appears to have been one of the first to respond 
enthusiastically to the challenge of Aristotle’s Ethics ; and the originality 
of his venture can be gauged by the extent to which in his own theory he 
included the purely natural and human elements of morality. Now as it 
developed, the problem of natural virtue in many ways was allied to the 
question of what constitutes the moral character of an agent’s actions. 
Earlier thinkers, to be sure, had come to see, though gradually, that a 
number of factors are involved; but there was both in their theories and 
in their written presentations a noticeable absence of cohesion and 
unity. Albert’s awareness of these problems and his response to them are 
evident in one of his early works. His contribution was nothing less than 
a methodical treatment of a number of moral distinctions, inherited from 
his predecessors, culminating in a causal grounding of those natural 
virtues which, in the career of moral speculation before him, had been so 
conspicuously ignored. 


The De bono 

Albert’s innovations show up most strikingly in a relatively early work 
entitled De bono , written about 1240-1244 during his residence in 
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Paris. 1 It is worth remarking that at this time he was conversant with 
only fragments of the Nicomachean Ethics : the Ethica vetus , comprising a 
a Greek-Latin translation of Books II and III, the Ethica nova containing 
a Greek-Latin translation of Book I, and a few excerpts from Books VII 
and VIII. 2 3 The De bono , therefore, reveals only a partial knowledge of 
Aristotle’s ethics. It was also written early in Albert’s career, nor is it 
his only or latest publication in this field. Yet by contrast to this other 
writings it enjoys a number of merits which make it a primary source 
for an appreciation of his own moral philosophy in its organic outlines. 

Prior to the De bono Albert had undertaken to write the Tractatus de 
natura boni which remains unpublished to this day .3 The Tractatus, 
abandoned in considerable disorder far short of its projected aims, is an 
awkward and premature attempt to erect a comprehensive synthesis of 
the natural and supernatural perfections. His experiment in this direction 
was resumed with greater success in the De bono . The moral sections in 
Books II-IV of Albert’s Scripta super sententias (written from 1245-1249), 
while admittedly providing a valuable source for this thought, stand as 
so many separated components of a comprehensive presentation of 
theology. In the Scripta , Albert is not concentrating exclusively upon 
morals alone, but rather composing a theological summa along lines laid 
down ninety years earlier by Peter the Lombard. Finally, Albert is 
the author of two full-fledged commentaries on the Nicomachean Ethics . 4 


1 Alberti Magni De bono (Opera Omnia , t. XXVIII), ed. H. Kiihle, C. Feckes, B. Geyer, W. Kiibel 
(Monasterii Westfalorum in Aedibus Aschendorff, 1951). Subsequent references to the text of the 
De bono will be given in this order: tractate (in Roman numerals), question, article (both in Arabic 
numerals), argument or answer to argument (e.g., #,1 or ad 1), page, line (when necessary). 
Other works by Albert are cited in the Borgnet edition of the Opera Omnia in 38 volumes (Paris: 
Vives, 1890-1899). Comments of a critical and technical nature on the text of the De bono are 
found in the Prolegomena , pp. ix-xxv. Concerning possible dates when the De bono was written, the 
most plausible argument is offered by O. Lottin, Psychologie et morale aux Xlle et XHIe si teles, t. VI, 
273-284. Lottin’s work in six tomes (Gembloux [Belgique]: J. Duculot, 1948-1960) is hefeafter 
cited as PEM. 

2 See A. Pelzer, Les versions latines des ouvrages de morale conservees sous le nom d'Aristote en usage au 
XHIe sitcle , Revue N£o-Scolastique de Philosophic, XXXIII (1921), 316-341, 378-412. See also 
O. Lottin, Saint Albert le Grand et Vtthique a Nicomaque , PEM , VI, 315-331. Additional precisions are 
found in D. A. Callus, O. P., The Date of Grosseteste's Translations and Commentaries on Pseudo-Dionysius 
and the Nicomachean Ethics , Recherches de th£ologie ancienne et m6di£vale, XIV (1947), 186-210. 

3 See F. Pelster, Der Tractatus de natura boni. Ein ungedrucktes Werk aus der Friihzeit Alberts des Grossen , 
Theologische Quartalschrift, Cl (Tubingen, 1920), 64-90. Also, O. Lottin, Ouvrages theologiques de 
saint Albert le Grand , PEM , VI, 237-242. 

4 See L*£thique a Nicomaque dans le moyen age latin in Ufcthique a Nicomaque: Introduction, Traduction 
et Commentaire par R.A. Gauthier et J. Y. Jolif, t. I (Louvain, Paris: 1958), 74-85. Earlier and no 
less important studies on Albert as commentator on Aristotle’s Ethics are found in: A. Pelzer, 
Le cours inedit d'Albert le Grand sur la Morale a Nicomaque recueilli et redige par S. Thomas d'Aquin, 
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In works of this nature, however, the arrangement of the material is 
not Albert’s but Aristotle’s. To put it in other words, neither of these 
commentaries necessarily reflects the controlling principles of organiza¬ 
tion according to which Albert would frame his own moral treatise. 

By contrast, the De bono is neither a commentary nor part of a 
theological summa . Though it is incomplete, what we have is the first 
part of a projected synthesis of moral doctrine in which Albert devotes 
himself to an investigation of the natural principles of morality prior to an 
examination of the supernatural virtues. Since he wrote in a form 
inspired by the medieval academic disputation, Albert was free to 
assemble his material according to principles of his own formulation ^nd 
choice. Indeed, in the early articles Albert carefully establishes a number 
of broad metaphysical principles which dictate both formal and material 
aspects of his theory of virtue. Being an independent and exclusively 
moral synthesis, the De bono is our best source for tracing his theory of 
natural virtue in its consecutive development. 

Briefly, the work opens with a metaphysical disquisition on the 
‘good’ (; bonum , bonitas ) and the physical good ( bonum naturae). The 
implication, clearly stated in one of Albert’s later commentaries, is that 
we cannot move into the area of moral goodness unless we first under¬ 
stand the notion of goodness . 1 Metaphysics proper is followed by sections 
dealing respectively with the causes of virtue and the nature of virtue in 
general. The major and remaining part of the De bono is composed of four 
tractates each of which deals with one of the cardinal virtues ( virtutes 
cardinales , virtutes politicae) in the following order: fortitude, temperance, 
prudence and justice. The final treatise on justice contains a revolutionary 
treatment of natural law theory . 2 


Pre-Albertinian Theories 

The full significance of Albert’s theory of human virtue as elaborated in 
the De bono stands out against the background of his contemporary and 
earlier writers. That history, as Dom Odon Lottin did so much to 
demonstrate in his monumental Psychologic et Morale aux XHe et XIHe 
siecles y was a rich and highly variegated complexus of interlocking themes 


Revue N6o-Scolastique de Philosophic, XXIV (1922), 333-361, 479-^20; P. G. Meersseman, 
Introduction in Opera Omnia B. Alberti Magni 0 . P., (Bruges, 1931), 3-9, 69-73. 

1 Paraphrasis I, 2, cap. 1 , ed. Borgnet, VII, 17. 

2 See Stanley B. Cunningham, Albertus Magnus on Natural Law , Journal of the History of Ideas, 
XXVffl, no. 4 (1967), 479-502. 
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and tensions. For our purposes, two facets of that history are especially 
relevant. There was first of all a tendency among most writers to restrict 
extensively the moral worth of human acts to the level of supernatural 
virtue and merit. The second facet of this overall history concerns itself 
with the development in theories about the nature and number of factors 
contributing to the moral specificity of human acts. 


A) The problem of moral worth 

Apropos of the first problem, Lottin has remarked time and time again 
that prior to St. Thomas Aquinas there was a conspicuous tendency 
among medieval writers to confuse the moral goodness of acts with 
supernatural merit . 1 Underlying this confusion was the implication that 
the only kind of moral perfection is that which derives from a 
divine infusion. That is, instead of merit being visualized as a property 
resulting from the morally good act, it was confusedly made the condition. 
Since these Christian moralists favoured an almost exclusively super¬ 
natural perspective, there resulted theories of moral neutrality, so to 
speak, at the natural level of human conduct. Now since the time of 
Peter Abelard in the early twelfth century, the moral specification of 
human acts was, in varying degrees, explained by the agent’s intention. 
And as it developed, the only kind of good intention was one rooted in 
charity and directed by faith. One might not be surprised to discover this 
attitude running through a theological literature which was largely 
preoccupied with the principles contributing to man’s salvation. But the 
result came to be that little if any value was laid upon naturally acquired 
virtues which, by themselves, would admittedly be insufficient to insure 
supernatural beatitude. Seen through the higher medium of theological 
virtues (faith, hope and charity), the natural cardinal virtues (fortitude, 
temperance, prudence, justice) appeared to be little else than essentially 
incomplete and imperfect qualities. In short, they were not moral 
virtues. In St. Albert’s own time, this line of thought culminates in a 
theory held by some Franciscan theologians, notably John of Rupella and 
St. Bonaventure, who viewed the human act, taken at the level of 
nature, as being essentially indifferent even though it be a deliberated 
act . 2 Lottin insists that this confusion between moral goodness and merit 


1 “On maintint toutefois que le facteur de la bont6 morale £tait la charite; avant saint Thomas 
d’Aquin, on confondait couramment bont6 morale et merite sumaturel.” PEM y IV, 480, See also 
the references given below on pp. 84 n.2, 8^ n.i, 86 n.2. 
a Ibid., II, 488-489. 
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arose in large measure from faulty organization. “The principal cause, of 
this in the twelfth century”, he writes, “was the inclusion of treatments 
on virtue into a doctrine of grace. 

The widespread confusion, diagnosed by Lottin, between natural 
and supernatural moral perfections stems largely from a manual of 
theology widely read at that time, the famed Sentences of Peter the 
Lombard. 1 2 3 4 Published between the years n £3-1158, the work is a 
compilation of extracts gleaned from scriptural and patristic sources 
to which are adjoined Peter’s own comments and explications. As to its 
architectonic structure, Peter follows a plan already adhered to in the 
works of some of his immediate predecessors, namely, the order pf the 
Apostolic Creed. In two different places within this framework he has 
inserted moral treatises: in Book II within the context of sin, and in Book 
III following the treatise on Christ. Yet in either section no room is made 
for a treatment of the natural acquired virtues as such. True, in Book III 
following the chapter on charity and preceding those on the gifts of the 
Holy Spirit, Peter cursorily mentions the four cardinal virtues, but these 
are clearly conceived as divinely infused perfections.3 By the same token, 
he steers clear of any philosophical approach to moral virtue. Indeed, not 
only in reference to this particular matter, but throughout the entire 
work, it has often been remarked that there is a noticeable absence of 
the principles and precisions of philosophy*. Symptomatic of this at¬ 
titude is “a notion of virtue which is plainly theocentric and Augustinian”. 5 
From passages in St. Augustine’s De libero arbitrio , the Lombard culls a 
definition of virtue which is really Peter’s own amalgam of St. Augustine’s 
words and the Augustinian idea of the gratuitous nature of grace: 
bona qualitas mentis , qua recte vivitur , et qua nullus male utitur y quam Deus 
solus in homine opeiatur . 6 The exclusively divine origin of virtue is even 
more apparent when one of the Lombard’s disciples, Peter of Poitiers, 
supplies his own interpolation to the definition in order to stress 


1 Les vertus morales acquises sont-elles des vraies vertusl La reponse des theologiens de Pierre Abelard 
a saint Thomas d’Aquin, Recherches de theologie ancienne et medi^vale, XX (1953), 38. 

2 Petri Lombardi Libri IV sententiarum , 2nd ed. (Quaracchi, 1916), 2 vols. A helpful analysis is given 
by Philippe Delhaye, Pierre Lombard : sa vie , ses oeuvres , sa morale (Conference Albert-le-Grand, i960), 
Inst. d’Etudes Medievales, Montreal, 1961. 

3 Sent. Ill, d. 33, cap. 1, vol. 2, 697ff. Cf. O. Lottin, Les vertus morales acquises , p. 19, n. 23; and 
Ph. Delhaye, Pierre Lombard , 77-79. 

4 See, for example, Thomas Deman, O.P., Aux origines de la theologie morale (Conference Albert-le- 
Grand, 19^1), Inst. d’Etudes Medievales, Montreal, 19^1, pp. 68-69; Ph* Delhaye, Pierre Lombard , 
pp. 99-100. 

5 Ph. Delhaye, Pierre Lombard , p. 33. 

6 Sent. II, d. 27, cap. £, vol. I, 446. Cf. St. Augustine, De libero arbitrio , II (47-^3). 
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the moral inefficacy of man: Virtus igitur est qualitas mentis qua 
recte vivitur , qua nemo male utitur 9 quam Deus in homine SINE HOMINE 
operatur . 1 

Commenting on the Lombard’s definition, Lottin once again has 
occasion to remind us of the subsequent tendency in the twelfth century 
to equate the goodness in human acts with supernatural merit. 2 The 
result was either to ignore or to minimize the value of natural virtue, and 
to regard the Christian perfection of charity as the only genuine cause of 


goodness. 

That Peter the Lombard’s Sentences could be so influential in this re¬ 


spect becomes evident when we stop to consider that a major proportion of 
speculative theological literature in the next two centuries consisted of 
works which, in varying degrees, were modelled upon the Sentences . 
These writings, whether they be Scripta or the later and more in¬ 
dependently wrought syntheses known as Summae, tended to perpetuate 
the original defect in Peter’s Sentences . No one can deny, of course, that 
there was a progressive increase in the attention and space given to moral 
speculation. There were even new materials inserted into the traditional 
Lombardian framework. But the bits and pieces of each man’s moral 
theory generally remained scattered and disconnected. In the wake of 
Peter the Lombard, then, the emergence of moral treatises showing a 
logical consecutiveness and organization was slow to materialize. More¬ 
over, in commenting upon this late appearance of systematized moral 
treatises, Lottin also indicated the scarcity of any such treatments until 
the third and fourth decades of the thirteenth century.3 As the earliest 
and most noteworthy experiments in this direction he cited the Summa 
aurea of William of Auxerre (written about i 220-122$) and Philip the 
Chancellor’s Summa de bono (completed before 1236). Oddly enough he 
did not mention St. Albert’s De bono 9 yet the dates and authors cited 
bring us almost to the eve of its composition. Up to this time, the 
continuity of the Lombardian framework as well as the privileged 
authority of the Augustinian definition of virtue tended to discourage any 
positive recognition of the natural dimension in morals. 


B) The multiplicity of moral elements 

In diagnosing the prevailing conception of moral worth prior to 

1 Sententiarum libri quinque , III, c. i, Patrologia latina (hereafter PL) 211, col. 1041a. Capitals added. 

2 PEM y IV, 821. 

3 Ibid ., Ill, S9S-S9&; IV, 817-819. 
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Albertus Magnus, we have seen the position given by medieval thinkers to 
their moral sections within the wider structure of their theological 
syntheses and the effect this had upon their theories of virtue. There 
is still another dimension to the historical context, this time involving 
attempts made both to identify and to correlate the elements which 
contribute to the moral specification of human acts. What factors, ele¬ 
ments, or principles are necessary to constitute a morally good action? 
How many are there? Assuming that several are required, what are their 
inter-relationships and interdependencies ? 

With respect to the identification of these principles, there is a 
pertinent passage in St. Albert’s De bono wherein he states that in a 
morally good act a plurality of elements is required. He enlists the 
authority of Pseudo-Dionysius who says: 

... in Chapter IV of Concerning the Divine Names that ‘the good is constituted by a 
total and single cause, but that evil originates omnifariously’. By this it is understood 
that for the reality of virtue there are required all the circumstances together with the 
end harmonizing with the act as it is brought to bear upon its proportionate object. 
For evil and vice, however, the corruption of any one of these by itself is sufficient. 1 

The same doctrine is reiterated in Book III of Albert’s Scripta super 
Sententias : 

It must be said that good and evil in acts are not caused in only one manner, but that 
the good, as Dionysius says, is caused by a total cause that is one. That is, in the con¬ 
stitution of the good act all the circumstances and the end and the agent’s intention 
must coincide. Jit is caused only when all of these are simultaneously present in the manner 
of an integral whole which is made up of all its parts taken together at once. Evil, 
however, as Dionysius says, derives omnifariously, that is, from the corruption of any 
particular part, just as an integral whole is broken up when any one of its parts is destroyed. 
And so it is that there is no good act without a good intention, but it is not made good 
solely by the intention. 2 

Throughout his lifetime, Albert seems to be quite consistent in this 
regard. Supported by a statement of the Neo-Platonic author, Pseudo- 
Dionysius, Albert insists that moral goodness, more specifically virtue, 
derives only from a total synthesis of all the elements involved, namely 
circumstances, the agent’s intention, the end, and the act itself. The 
corruption of any one of these constituents vitiates the act. In the Sen - 
tences , Albert admits that intention plays a major role in the moral 
determination of acts, but it is not the sole feature. 

We have briefly anticipated the Albertinian position merely to 

1 I, 5, i, ad 22, p. 74. See also I, 3, 1, ad 6, p. 38. 

2 In II Sent ., d. 41, a. 2, sol., ed. Borgnet, XXVII, 643a. 
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indicate one stand taken in the history of this problem. Prior to Albert’s 
arrival in Paris, however, this particular problem had been vexing 
moralists for over a century. Albert’s words are certainly a far cry from 
those written a century earlier by that intrepid figure of the twelfth 
century, Peter Abelard. In his relatively short treatise entitled Ethics , 
or Know Thyself written about 1135, Abelard distinguishes between an 
external human act (opus) and the intention which precedes it. 1 The 
term ‘intention’ connotes a determination or consent of the will to 
perform an external action. That is, it is an internal act of the will 
distinguishable from other natural undeliberated tendencies. Now, 
external acts in themselves are morally neutral: their moral goodness or 
turpitude accrues to them solely from our interior act of consent which 
precedes them. 2 As long as consent is withheld, a disposition to evil or 
weakness cannot be called evil. On the contrary, if weakness is conquered 
it serves as an occasion for merit. The pleasure accompanying a sinful 
act does not augment its turpitude. As for the physical act itself, it is 
morally indifferent. Killing a man may be committed accidentally, that 
is without consent, in which case it could scarcely be called evil. In 
short, the morality of external acts is a borrowed one, and identical 
with that of the intention. God does not weigh the things we do, but 
rather the spirit in which we perform them. 

As if anticipating future indictments of propounding a radical moral 
subjectivism, Abelard attempts to place the morality of intention on a 
more objective footing. It is not enough, he says, that one’s intention 
seem good; it must really be good by conforming to God’s will .3 Other¬ 
wise, he observes, the acts of non-believers would be good like ours, 
since they too believed that their works were pleasing to God. 

Even after the condemnation of his theories at the Council of 
Sens in 1140, Abelard still clung to his position. External acts are 
morally indifferent. 4 He is prepared to admit that virtues and vices are 
essentially good and evil in themselves, but the relationship of these to 
the act itself is far from clear. 

1 “Cum itaque dicimus intentionem hominis bonam, et opus illius bonum, duo quidem distinguimus, 
intentionem scilicet ac opus; unam tamen bonitatem intentionis.” — Petri Abaelardi Ethica seu liber 
dictus scito teipsum , cap. VII, PL 178, 6job. For a discussion of Abelard’s position, see O. Lottin, 
PEM , IV, 310-314; II, 421-422. 

2 Ethica, VII, col. 6joa-c; XI, 6j2c. 

3 Ibid., XII, 653b. Both in his theory of the moral goodness of intention and in his conception of 
virtue, Abelard ultimately aligns himself with the traditional theocentric-Augustinian school. 
Cf. J. Rohmer, LaJlnalite morale chez les theologiens de saint Augustin a Duns Scot (Paris: Vrin, 1939), 
p. 37, n. 40; O. Lottin, Les vertus morales acquises, loc. cit., p. 1 j. 

4 Dialogus inter pbilosophum , judaeum et christianum , PL 178, 16J2b. 
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It is too easy to brand Peter Abelard as a radical moral subjectivist 
and to let it stand at that. What is often overlooked is that his position 
stems from a reaction to legalistic moral doctrine. 1 In the penitential and 
canonical literature of the times, it was common practice to codify acts 
according to their conformity or opposition to law. In opposition to this 
excessive legalistic objectivism, Abelard had emphasized the role of 
individual intention, but to such a degree that he had seriously under¬ 
mined all objective basis for morality. 2 3 4 5 

In the next hundred years and more, the doctrine of intention ran 
a torturous course due in large measure to the initial imprecision of its 
vocabulary.3 Suffice it to say that with few exceptions later moralists 
were prepared to recognize the primacy of intention in the moral 
determination of human acts. The problem was not so much this, how¬ 
ever, as to supplement Abelard's simplistic theory of intention with 
other moral principles which would ground the morality of acts upon a 
solid and objective footing. It was this search, originally sparked by the 
Abelardian crisis, which partly accounts for the growth of moral 
speculation in the next century and a half. Efforts were made to define 
morality in terms of certain rationally discernible features in the human 
act itself; and early overtures to a philosophical approach to virtue 
represent one facet of this doctrinal evolution. 4 In addition to the dis¬ 
covery and enlistment of new principles, of course, there still remained 
the problem of integrating them into a logically consecutive and cohesive 
account. 

A first significant step in the post-Abelardian movement is found in 
Peter the Lombard's Sentences. Peter enlists no less an authority than 
St. Augustine to confirm his thesis that certain acts are intrinsically bad 
and that no degree of good will or intention can erase their turpitude .5 
This stand constitutes a positive reaction to the Abelardian thesis. End, 
or intention, is not the sole determinant of morality. Independently of it, 
some acts are evil in their very constitution (per se mala , per se peccata ); 
that is, they are objectively evil. Intention, the Lombard admits, deter- 


1 See O. Lottin, PEM, IV, 478-479. 

2 Ibid., p. 313. 

3 See O. Lottin, Vintention morale de Pierre Lombard a saint Thomas, PEM , IV, 309-486; also, Le 
probUme de la moralite intrinseque d y Abelard a saint Thomas d y Aquin, PEM, II, 421-46$. 

4 See Ph. Delhaye, La place de Tethiqae parmi les disciplines scientifiques au Xlle sticle. Miscellanea 
moralia in honorem Eximii Domini Arthur Jansen, (Louvain: E. Nauwelaerts, 1948), I, 29-44. 
Also, O. Lottin, La dejinition philosophique, PEM, III, 103-11$, 149-1$©; idem, Les vertus morales 
acquises, loc. cit., pp. 19-24. 

5 Libri IV Sent., II, d. 40, c. 1, vol. I, $2o-$22. 


89 



mines the other kinds of external acts. An act inherently good, for 
instance, may be vitiated by a bad intent. 

Moreover, in speaking about acts, different levels or kinds of 
goodness are discernible . 1 All actions are ontologically good in their 
very nature (essentia sui ). 2 Unlike Abelard, the Lombard feels that some 
acts may also be classified as objectively good. Feeding the hungry, for 
instance, in addition to possessing ontological goodness, is what he 
calls ‘genere bonus’ because it belongs to that class or genus called works 
of mercy . 3 4 This generic goodness, though somewhat broad and indeter¬ 
minate, is independent of the intention; it is objective. Nevertheless, it 
is still inferior to the perfectly good act which, in addition to possessing 
the goodness of essence and its class, issues from a good intention and is 
directed to a good end. 

The end which Peter the Lombard has in mind is supernatural, 
namely charity or God.* On the other hand, rather than refuse all 
goodness to the actions of non-Christians who lack faith and charity, 
he allows for a goodness of intention at the purely natural level . 5 The 
extension of the notion of the good will allow for this, he says. Without 
contradicting it, he refers, to one theory which says that operations 
aimed at the alleviation of natural wants and the welfare of one’s 
relatives or neighbors are morally good. The statement, however, reads 
in a spirit of concession. To account for moral goodness in acts, Peter 
reasons mainly within a supernatural perspective. 

By partially extending the notion of goodness beyond the rigid 
limits imposed on it by Abelard, the Lombard indicated certain lines 
along which subsequent theories of the morality of acts evolved. 
Henceforth, moral speculation was characterized by analyses of additional 
elements which, over and above intention, contribute to the moral 


1 ”. . . auctoritatum testimoniis et rationibus eorundem traditionem munivimus, qui dicunt, omnes 
actus essentia sui, id est, in quantum sunt, esse bonos, quosdam vero in quantum inordinatae fiunt, 
peccata esse. Addunt quoque, quosdam non tantum essentia, sed etiam genere bonos esse, ut reficere 
esurientem, qui actus est de genere operum misericordiae; quosdam vero actus absolute ac perfecte 
bonos dicunt, quos non solum essentia vel genus, sed etiam causa et finis commendant, ut sunt illi 
qui ex voluntate bona proveniunt et bonum finem metiuntur.” — Ibid ., d. 36, p. £04. “Item et aliter 
probant omnem actum interiorem vel exteriorem, in quantum est, esse bonum.” - Ibid., d. 35, 
cap. 3, p. 494. 

2 There is considerable ambiguity in the Lombard’s doctrine at this point. When he says that 
“omnes actus ” are good in their very being, does he mean to include, or implicitly exclude, those 
acts which are “ per se mala ”, “ per se peccata ”? 

3 Cp. below, p. 97. 

4 Ibid., d. 38, cap. 1, p. £09. 

5 Ibid., d. 41, cap. 2, pp. ^24-^25^. 
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specification of acts. 1 In the writings of one of the Lombard’s disciples, 
for instance, a new and important dimension was added. Circumstances , 
said Peter of Poitiers, in some way influence the character of our acts 
and must be taken into consideration. 2 3 4 The point was only mentioned 
in passing; it received no further development. But the formula “bonum 
ex circumstantial continued to reappaer often in later writers even though 
its role was never clearly defined. One must wait until St. Albert’s 
De bono for the first full-fledged treatise on circumstances. 

By the early decades of the thirteenth century it was not uncommon 
for writers to discern several levels or moments of goodness in the 
human act. The following formulae appear with increasing frequency: 
bonum naturae or bonum naturale referring to the physical reality of the 
act; bonum in genere , bonum ex circumstantia , bonum virtutis politicae y and 
finally the goodness of supernatural grace — bonum gratiae. The formula 
bonum in genere , since the time of Peter the Lombard, generally signified 
the objective goodness of a class of actions. Albert’s immediate predeces¬ 
sor, Philip the Chancellor, through an ingenious application of the 
hylomorphic theory, interpreted it to mean a natural fittingness between 
an act (say, feeding) and its object (a hungry man).3 Yet its status as a 
moral or non-moral feature was left ambiguous. 4 

This evolving awareness of the multiplicity of elements involved in 
the morality of human actions may by taken as an index of the develop¬ 
ment in moral theory at this time. And yet, at the same time, this 
complexity in the data of the problem was scarcely attended by any kind 
of apparent cohesiveness. Amidst this plurality of factors, some kind of 
intelligible synthesis was wanting. This in turn would presuppose clearly 
defined relationships between the various elements involved. In short, 
there was need for systematic integration. Albert’s De bono was written 
in response to this need. 


1 See O. Lottin, Le probUme de la moralite intrinsique , PEM, II, 42 1-465. 

2 “Utrum autem voluntas maius peccatum sit quam actus vel econverso non potest simpliciter 
determinari. In quibusdam enim maius peccatum est voluntas, in quibusdam actus. Attendendae 
enim sunt omnes circumstantiae: a quo scilicet aliquid fiat, an a laico an a sacerdote, et quo loco et 
quo tempore, et huiusmodi.” - Sententiae Petri Pictaviensis liber II, cap. 14, 4; ed. P. S. Moore, 
J. N. Garvin, M. Dulong, Publications in Mediaeval Studies XI (Notre Dame, Indiana, 1950), p. 93. 

3 “Etest dicendum quod genus accipitur hie ex coniunctione forme actus cum materia actus. Reficere 
enim dicit formam quamdam, esurientem dicit materiam, et tamen trahitur bonum ex coniunctione 
huius ad aliud.” - quoted by O. Lottin, PEM , III, 441, 11. 106-109. Because of this new meaning 
given to it, the formula “bonum in genere ” remains untranslatable without a great deal of circum¬ 
locution. 

4 For texts where Philip juxtaposes the bonum morale to bonum in genere , see O. Lottin, PEM , II, 
439, ii. 9-17; M Les vertus morales acquises”, loc. cit., 31, n. 66. 
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ii. Albert’s metaphysics of the good 

It would exceed the scope of this paper to attempt a thorough analysis of 
Albert’s metaphysics of the good even as contained in the De bono. There 
are, however, three salient metaphysical themes which must be kept in 
mind since they determine his theory of virtue. 


A) Goodness and Appetition 

In the opening article of the De bono where in Albert reports three 
definitions of the good, he credits Avicenna with defining the good as the 
“undividedness of act from potency” ( indivisio actus a potentia ). 1 Through¬ 
out these early articles, Albert identifies the notions of perfection and 
completion (actus, complementum ) with that of the good. This is apparent 
in the definition imputed to Avicenna which is clearly an attempt to 
express the absolute without enlisting something yet more ultimate. 
Though seemingly negative, the definition affirms a positive reality, the 
nature of the good in itself, this being a unity between any kind of 
potency or avidity and its corresponding perfection (actus). The ‘act’ 
in question, however, does not stand simply for the operation performed 
by some being, nor for the fulfilment which is added to that same being 
by its substantial form. The notion of perfection here is rather one of 
fulfilment and completion which accrues to a thing from the attainment 
of its end . 2 The allegedly Avicennian definition, then, truly expresses the 
proper nature (propria ratio) of goodness, namely, an identity with end 
(indi visiojinis). 3 

All things, from inanimate bodies to intellectual agents, desire the 
good at proportionate levels of appetite. On the one hand, there is 
‘perfect appetite’ which is always accompanied by some form of cognition 
or apprehension. There is also ‘natural appetite’ which is universally 
present in all beings, and 

. . . which is nothing else than the aptitude and inclination of that which is in potency 
towards perfection. This is in all things, and by this is meant what is said, ‘that the 
good is what all things desire*, just as the Philosopher at the end of Book I of the Physics 
says that matter desires form as the female the male and evil the good. 4 

1 This definition as such is not found in Avicenna. It seems to have originated with Philip the 
Chancellor who in turn attributed it to Aristotle. Cf. De bono , p. i, n. 13. 

* I, 1, 1, ad 11, p. 6. 

3 I, 1,5, sol. ,p. 10, 1. s 2. “Bonum autem est condicio finis ut finis.”-I, 1, 7, ad 2, p. 14, 1.87. 
“. . . bonum super ens addit relationem ad finem . . ." — I, 1, 10, sol., p. 20, 1.47. 

4 I, 1, 1, ad 1, p. 4. 
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The desire for the good among some things may be no more than the 
inclination of the imperfect towards perfection, but this entitative 
willingness is rooted in all beings. At the heart of each and every nature 
is a desire for goodness. Correiatively, it is the very quintessence of 
the good to be desired, if not cognitively and actively, at least according 
to this innate propensity. 1 Only goodness can be desired, or at least that 
which is apprehended as being good (in ratione boni ut hunc ). 2 3 4 5 

God is the primum or summum bonum. All created goods, even though 
standing as certain perfections in themselves, are nonetheless defective 
in comparison to God who is the source of all goodness. Their goodness 
owes its presence to an influx of perfection from the supreme good; 
and the universal desire inherent in all things is simply a desire for this 
influx of perfection .3 Or to put it another way — and this time Albert is 
consciously exploiting the Neo-Platonic doctrines of St. Augustine 
and Pseudo-Dionysius — all things are good by participation in the sense 
that the first good or exemplar is reflected ( relucet ) in created goods.* 
Exemplarism tells us the mode of presence. Albert rejects any attempt to 
visualize this participation as a direct sharing in the nature itself of the 
supreme good. Rather, participation is taken to mean that each thing, 
possessing as it does a certain finite and particular instance of goodness, is 
somehow reducible to the efficacy of the primum bonum as the cause of 
this goodness. As a particular instance ( ratio particulars ) of goodness, it 
only mirrors the supreme goodness. What is really possessed is created 
goodness ( ratio boni creati ), and this as particularized in individuals 
through their differences and matter.s 


B) The analogical Nature of Goodness and Appetition 

In no way, then, can goodness as some sort of common nature be predi¬ 
cated uni vocally of an infinite God and the universe of finite creatures. 
On the contrary, to explain the unity in goodness between the summum 
bonum and creatures, as well as among created goods themselves, the 
principle of analogy is introduced by Albert, more precisely that type 
of analogy which is called a community of proportionality: 


1 Ibid., ad 14, p. 7. 

2 Ibid., ad $, p. g. 

3 I, 1, 1, ad 2, p. 4. In place of creatam (1.69), read increatam. 

4 I, 1, 2, pp. 7-8. 

5 Ibid., ad 1, p. 8, 11.34-36. See also, ad 2. 
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To the fourth objection it must be said that that good which all things desire is not re¬ 
ducible to one species or to one genus, but to a community of proportionality in such 
wise that a distinction obtains between proportion and proportionality . . . And so we say 
that the proportionality and commensuration of all possibles in relation to a perfecting 
end is one, and the end of all things in this proportionality is one, and so too is the appetite 
which inclines to the end. 1 

It must be said that there is a community of proportionality, as was established earlier, 
which is reduced to the third mode of analogy. For although there is not one end which 
ever y good attains as its fulfilment, nevertheless there is one end beyond the order of 
creation to which every good inclines according to its power. And this end is the highest 
good. Other goods are not good unless they derive from it and tend back to it. 2 3 4 


All creatures, in desiring their own particular perfections, are really 
moving towards a perfecting end which, by a community of proportion¬ 
ality, is one. This is the same as saying that every thing has some kind of 
natural inclination towards goodness. More than once, Albert points to 
the writings of Pseudo-Dionysius who has said that, corresponding to the 
different levels of nature and appetition discernible in the universe, 
there results a hierarchy of degrees in which perfection is shared by 
creatures .3 Intellectual and rational beings desire the good knowingly; 
sentient creatures reveal a desire for the good in their sensible appetites; 
other living things without sense, desire the good by their innate urge to 
live; and finally, inanimate creatures tend to the good in their mere 
inclination to participate in being.* All this is to say that creatures, by 
a movement commensurately one, desire an end which is also pro¬ 
portionately one: goodness. Now, we have already seen that the absolute 
instance of goodness is God, the summum bonum. Even though all creatures 
do not actually attain to Him as their complementum , nevertheless He is the 
absolute end, beyond the order of creation, towards which all of creation 
is drawn according to diverse specific powers and natures. What 
creatures achieve on this natural level, of course, is not a part of God, 
but rather a certain instance of created goodness. 

The principle of analogy and the doctrines of Pseudo-Dionysius 
coalesce in Albert’s explanation of the relationship between creatures 
and God. The result is a universe conceived in Neo-Platonic fashion as a 

1 I, i, i, ad 4, p. 5. Concerning Albert’s use of analogy, see Hampus Lyttkens, The Analogy Between 
God and the World (Uppsala, 1952), 1^3-163. 

2 I, 1,4, sol., p. 10. 

3 1, 1, 2, sol., p. 8. Cf. Dionysius (trans. Joannes Saracenus), De divinis nominibus , I, 20, in 
Dionysiaca y I (ed. Ph. Chevallier: Paris, 1937), 247-248. 

4 Dionysius, De div. nom. IV, #16, Dionysiaca y I, 168-169. This text is quoted by Albert in I, 1, 6, 
sol., p. 1 2. 
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hierarchy of beings which derive from, and are tending back towards, an 
infinite good. Each thing desires and shares in goodness according to the 
level of its nature and powers. Our general concept of the good is broad 
enough to accommodate every instance of the good, both finite and in¬ 
finite, since predication is made analogically in each case. 

By enlisting the principle of analogy, Albert has bestowed upon the 
notion of goodness a flexibility and unity which hitherto was missing in 
pre-Albertinian thinkers. Application of the principle ensures the 
reduction of all the various degrees and kinds of goodness to a more 
overall intelligible unity. Moreover, what has been said of the good in 
general will be no less applicable to the elements of moral goodness 
proper: all these in some way will connote a perfection and an “un¬ 
dividedness of act from potency”. Each of them, in view of this analogical 
similitude, has a certain intelligible setting within the more comprehen¬ 
sive notion of bonum. 

The notion of the innate appetency for perfection in creatures 
dovetails with the Albertinian doctrine of being. Every created being in 
some way is a composition of potency and act. Hence, it is not entirely 
destitute of goodness, but only relatively so . 1 Yet if each thing possesses 
a certain degree of perfection, it still remains susceptible to additional 
increments. Reiterating the conceptions of the Liber de causis, Albert 
says that stability in being ( fixio et permanentid) accrues to created things 
through an influx of the good . 2 When they have incorporated the 
desired perfection, beings are perfected in their very nature. 

The terms ‘influx’, ‘participation’, and ‘information’ all convey the 
same idea. For Albert, goodness is scarcely a remote ideal or standard 
which creatures merely imitate. Rather, it is seen as a perfective element 
which has been incorporated and shared in by the creature. As an 
interiorized perfection, inhering intimately within the thing, it consum¬ 
mates a corresponding potency or need thereby fulfilling the created 
nature in its very being. This is why the Avicennian definition of the 
good, “the undividedness of act from potency”, most truly characterizes 
the quintessence of goodness. 


C) Casual Explanation of the Goodness of Creatures 

The problem of the relationship between created being and the good 
does not end here. In Article Seven of the first Question in the De bono , 


1 I, i, i, ad 8 ( = ad 7 and ad 8), pp. g-6 ; ad 3, pp. 4-5. 

2 Ibid., ad 2, p. 4. 
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Albert boldly confronts the classic dilemma voiced by Boethius in his 
De hebdomadibus . 1 In this tractate, Boethius had raised the question how 
natures or substances, from the very fact that they exist, are good, since 
they can scarcely be called absolute goods. If, as St. Albert has already 
done, we are prepared to admit that each and every being is not entirely 
devoid of goodness, but only relatively so, would this not lead us to 
equate the being of creatures (esse) with their goodness (bonum esse)? 
In this article Albert undertakes to clear up this dilemma. 

Boethius had urged that the substantial being of creatures may be 
called good since it derives from and participates in the Prime Good in 
whom goodness and being are identical. The solution offered by Boethius, 
Albert admits, is ‘imperfect and obscure'. 2 To clarify Boethius’ answer 
one must invoke a theory of causes .3 In a vocabulary highly redolent of 
Avicenna, Albert begins by observing that nothing can exist ( esse in 
ejfectu) except by a cause since the effect owes its whole being to an 
antecedent cause. Now the four Aristotelian causes — form, matter, 
final cause or end, and efficient or agent cause — fall conveniently 
into two groupings or arrangements. Form and matter, which we may 
also designate as act and potency or quo est and quod est respectively, are 
intrinsic principles or constituent causes of a being. The end and efficient 
causes are its extrinsic causes. These combinations coincide in the 
production of being. The end or final cause exists in the agent cause as 
that which is intended ( per intentionem) ; the form exists potentially 
in the matter (per potentiam). The final cause is the highest of all the 
causes; it is the ‘cause of causes’. Though completely unmoved and 
immobile in itself, it nevertheless moves all the other causes. As that 
which is desired, it effects motion in the efficient cause, and this in turn 
induces the material principle or ‘that which is’ to receive the form. 
With this hierarchical arrangement of the causes, Albert feels prepared to 
interpret the relationship between the being of creatures and their 
goodness. The being is given them by the efficient cause which moves the 
matter to the reception of form. The goodness, on the other hand, derives 
from the end which moves the efficient cause as an object of desire 
and intention. According to their absolute and abstract consideration, 
the being and goodness of creatures, therefore, cannot be equated. 

1 Quomodo substantiae in eo quod sint bonae sint cum non sint substantialia bona t ed. and trans. by H. F* 
Stewart and E. K. Rand (Loeb Classical Library, 1953), pp. 38-53. Generally cited as De hebdoma¬ 
dibus. 

2 I, 1, 7, p. 14, 1.2. Cf. De hebdomadibuSy pp. 46-48. 

2 I, 1, 7, p. 14, 11. 37ff. For an argument against Albert’s final position, see I, 1, 1, #13, p. 4, 11. 
33ff. 
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They may be identified only through mutual inherence in one and the 
same subject or supposit. Goodness and being, or if you will, nature, are 
not identical although in reality they are inseparable . 1 

It seems obvious, therefore, that for Albert any explanation of the 
good and its reference to being merely in terms of the traditional 
doctrine of participation does not suffice. All this does is to indicate the 
kind or type of presence. Over and above this, one must explain, why, 
and how, such a presence by participation is effected, i.e., a causal 
explanation and knowledge of the good is required. To account for the 
origin of goodness in creatures, then, one must ground his explanation 
on the four ultimate causes of Aristotle. This solution to the Boethian 
dilemma becomes a significant methodological principle. When Albert 
comes to treat of moral goodness, its various elements will be systemati¬ 
cally integrated according to this hierarchy of Aristotelian causes. 


III. THE CAUSES OF MORAL VIRTUE 

In the Tractatus de natura boni , Albert had commenced his moral dis¬ 
quisition proper by pointing out a certain disjunction between the order 
of nature and the human moral order. 2 Some things are not caused by 
human beings such as the created things in this world; other things, 
however, are caused by us, namely our voluntary acts of which we are 
the masters. Now just as in nature there is one primary thing - matter - 
which serves as the subject for additional forms, so too in our moral 
voluntary actions there is a primary subject in potency to further moral 
specifications which is called bonum in genere .3 The bonum in genet e, 
Albert adds, is simply the human act brought to bear upon its proportion¬ 
ate object: actus solus super materiam debitam. For instance, the act of 
feeding a hungry man, abstracting from those particular circumstances 
of time and place which surround the act, may be called bonum in genere A 
Bonum in genere , therefore, designates the first moment of goodness in 
the order of morality, and it is subject to further increments of moral 
perfection. 

At the corresponding point in the De bono y that is, immediately 
after the short disquisition on bonum naturale, Albert commences his 

1 Cf. Paraphrasis , II, cap. 6, ed. Borgnet, VII, 26. 

2 The passage in question is quoted by the editors of the De bono , p. 29, n. 42. 

3 We shall retain the Latin formula bonum in genere. Such obvious renditions as ‘general’ or ‘generic 
goodness’, or ‘goodness in kind’ would be meaningless in the present context, and longer qualified 
force us into circumlocutions. 

4 Cp. above, p. 90. 
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moral section by distinguishing between the two main orders of moral 
goodness: bonum consuetudinis and supernatural grace. 1 ‘ Consuetude>’ or 
‘ consuetudinalis’ — terms found in the Ethica vetus — were employed by 
mediaeval writers to designate moral virtues acquired at the level of 
nature. For Albert too they connote moral excellence won through the 
repetition of acts. 2 In this treatise, bonum consuetudinis comprises three 
levels or types of moral perfection: bonum in genere, the moral deter¬ 
minations of circumstance ( bonum ex circumstantial), and virtue ( bonum 
virtutis politicae) . These divisions are taken over by Albert. Earlier writers 
had coined these formulae, and tradition sanctioned them. There is no 
attempt at this point to justify the classification by explicitly invoking a 
hierarchy of potencies and corresponding degrees of perfection such 
as Philip the Chancellor had done, but it is evident that this same scheme 
is operative here as well.3 

These first three degrees of perfection are natural, rationally 
discernible elements in the morality of acts whose investigation logically 
precedes the order of divinely infused goodness. A number of statements 
in the De bono clearly indicate that an elaborate study of the perfections 
of the supernatural order would follow as part of the De bono* The De 
bono , then, heralds a noticeable departure from the traditional procedure 
adhered to in mediaeval treatises: there is to be a treatment of natural 
virtue outside the context of grace and preceding a disquisition upon the 
supernatural virtues. This is possible because the De bono is a work 
patterned independently of the Sentences of Peter the Lombard. We may 
therefore anticipate a treatment of the acquired virtues more consonant 
with their natural status. 

Indeed, all through this work Albert appears to be cognizant of the 
difference between the two moral orders. For instance, bonum in genere , 
he tells us, is still immediately susceptible to the more specific moral 
determinations of virtue.s This latter superadded determination is still 
in potency to merit. Moral specificity, therefore, is already discernible 
on the natural level, and prior to the order of merit. Grace, in turn, 

1 I, 2, p. 28, II. I I-l6. 

2 . consuetudo est actus multiplicatus secundum tempus ...” - I, 4, 2, p. 46, 11.46-47. 

3 In his later Summa theologica , I, tr. 4, qu. 26, memb. 1, art. 1 (De multiplicatione boni. Et penes 
quid sumatur?), ed. Borgnet, XXXI, 231b, there is a defence of this classification closely resembling 
that of Philip the Chancellor, and arranged according to the different kinds of potentiae. M Bonum 
gratiae ” is “ elevatum super facuhatem naturae rationalis ”. The prior levels of goodness are “ adjuvantia 
potentiam in facultate naturae rationalist For a text indicating Philip the Chancellor’s schema, see 
O. Lottin, PEM y II, 439, 11. 9-17. 

* See Prolegomena #1, pp. xb-xia. 

3 I, 2, 4, ad 5, p. 30. 
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the condition of merit, neither destroys nor dispenses with nature, hut 
rather, as its ‘most connatural’ excellence, raises it to its highest state 
of perfection. 1 


A) The moral status of rational , voluntaiy actions 

Bonum in genere is clearly included into the moral order. Even though its 
status as a moral factor was not always clear among pre-Albertinian 
scholars, these same authors from the time of Peter the Lombard 
generally regarded it as the first consideration in any discussion of 
morality. Now, in Alberts treatise, the first article in the specifically 
moral section is devoted to an analysis of bonum in genere . In spite of this, 
however, Albert admits that the absolutely first consideration in moral 
speculation is not really the bonum in genere , but the voluntary act 
abstractly considered as such: 

The absolutely first thing in morals, however, is that which is susceptible to the condition 
of praise, which is virtue, or the condition of blame, which is vice, and this is the volun¬ 
tary act brought to bear upon its object following choice and deliberation. For this act is 
susceptible to either of the contraries, and equally so. Bonum in genere , however, does 
not signify the absolutely first principle in morals, but rather something ordered to 
one of the contraries, that is, to the good of virtue . 2 3 

Here we have a precision which seems to be absent from the earlier 
Tractatus. The voluntary act as such, a deliberated act bearing upon a 
definite object, is an abstraction distinguishable from the bonum in 
genere . It is the act seen as being equally susceptible to the conditions of 
good or evil. Bonum in genete is really the same act, but now as having a 
certain ordination or determination to subsequent moral goodness. 

Does this mean that the voluntary act is morally indifferent? The 
question is explicitly raised in Article Seven of Question Two: “Whether 
in voluntary acts there is anything indifferent such that it be neither good 
nor evil in genere or concretely (in specie )?”3 This is indeed a perplexing 
problem in the moral philosophy of Albertus Magnus, and a certain 
imprecision in his writings makes it difficult for us to arrive at a definite 
solution. When he explicitly raises this question in Article Seven, he 
seems to have in mind the concrete individual act. In the last text quoted 
from Article Four, wherein the voluntary act is depicted as being 
equally susceptible to either good or evil, he was speaking of actions in a 

1 IV, i, ad 12, p. 241, 1 i.4ff; V, 2, 2, ad 4, p. 28^. 

2 I, 2, 4, sol., p. 29. 

3 I, 2, 7 , P- 33 , 11.6S-67. 
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general and abstract manner. Abstractly conceived, the voluntary act 
could be viewed both as the absolutely first moment in the moral order, 
as well as morally indifferent in itself since it is equally open to good or 
evil. 

The opening arguments of Article Seven preceding Albert’s own mag¬ 
isterial resolution mention two possible kinds of morally indifferent acts: 
the vain or futile act ( vanum ), and the useless or idle act (otiosum). A 
definition of the vain act Albert takes from Aristotle’s Physics: it is that 
which is a means to some end, but which falls short of that end. 1 2 3 * 5 Now, 
that which is vain is condemned by Holy Scripture (Psalms 4, 3) wherein 
it is written “Why do you love vanity and seek after lying?”; and so this 
kind of indifferent act ranks among those acts which are sinful. The defini¬ 
tion of the idle act is taken from St. Gregory the Great’s Moralia : 
“the idle is that which lacks the character of rightful necessity or 
dutiful service ”.3 It is also condemned as sinful in the Gospel of St. 
Matthew (12, 36) when Christ states “that of every idle word men speak, 
they shall give account on the day of judgment”. On the basis of Holy 
Scripture, then, it would seem that these so-called morally indifferent 
acts in effect are evil acts. 

Albert the Great does not seem entirely opposed to this line of 
reasoning. In his reply, he begins with a distinction between the theo¬ 
logian’s position, and that of the moral philosopher .4 According to the 
Christian theologian, no deliberated voluntary act is morally indifferent 
because he knows that all our actions should issue from charity, that is, 
from a love of God. Charity, an infused perfection by which we incline 
to God, is a universal virtue (virtus . . . generate movens ) moving us to the 
acts of all other virtues.s The moral philosopher, on the other hand, 
philosophizing beyond the pale of faith and Scripture, is ignorant of any 
such universal virtue presiding over the economy of the moral life. 
He knows only of a specific number of acquired virtues, each of which 
has a defined and limited moral influence. At this level, then, it appears 
that indifferent natural acts are possible, indifferent because they lack the 
information of charity. 


1 This might explain the apparent contradiction in Paraphrasis , I, 6, ed. Borgnet, VII, 14: “Bonum 
autem quod nihil est de bono moris, et sub quo omne bonum moris comprehenditur, est actus 
voluntarius qui ad propriam materiam ex ratione determinatur.” Cf. below, p. 106 n. 1. 

2 I, 2, 7, p. 34, 11. 12-13. Cf. Aristotle, Physics, II, 6, i97b2£-27. 

3 “Sed dicit Gregorius, quod ‘otiosum est, quod caret ratione iustae necessitatis aut piae utilitatis’. 

— I, 2, 7, p. 33, 11. 79-80. Cf. Sancti Gregorii Magni Moralium lib. VII, c. 17, n. gS; PL jg, 800c. 
♦ I, 2, 7, sol., p. 34. 

5 Cf. IV, 1, 2, ad 23, p. 227. 
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According to St. Albert, then, the testimony of Holy Scripture adds 
a new dimension to the morality of acts of which the philosopher is 
unmindful, and this is the reference which all human actions, external as 
well as internal, have to God. “Not everything futile”, continues 
Albert, “is condemned by the moral philosopher, but everything futile is 
condemned by the theologian”; 1 and so at one point, he classes the 
futile with the evil. 2 

The idle act, as defined by St. Gregory, is also an indifferent act, 
and it too is condemned by the Christian theologian. But in direct contrast 
to certain contemporary Franciscan authors, notably John of Rupella, 
Albert in Article Seven goes on to show what the otiosum is not. Now, 
as Lottin has pointed out, the’Franciscan thinkers of this time regarded 
any act directed to a natural end as morally neutral. 3 This is particularly 
evident in the writings of John of Rupella who had said that those acts 
which are aimed at the daily necessities of living, such as nourishing one’s 
self, are neither good nor bad; they are indifferent.* In opposition to this 
attitude, Albert goes on to state that any act directed to the alleviation 
of our own natural exigencies or the pressing needs of others does indeed 
have the “character of rightful necessity” ( ratio iustae necessitatis), and so is 
not indifferent. These purely natural exigencies arise from the daily 
necessities of life and the toil of labor. Hence the activities of eating, 
drinking, sleeping, are not indifferent since they procede from natural 
necessities; they fall within the moral order. This applies also to the com¬ 
forts of peace and rest, conversation, strolling, singing and play, which 
dispel the tedium and fatigue of labor. For support Albert appeals to a 
passage in the Nicomachean Ethics in which Aristotle treats of wittiness or 
urbanity ( eutrapelia) as a virtue. 5 

There is another very important dimension to this problem of the 
morality of acts. Every deliberated action is good or bad: 

... we say that many things are done without deliberation and these are neither in¬ 
different, nor bad, nor good because they do not fall into the sphere of morality. 

1 “Praeterea, non omne vanum vituperatur ab ethico, sed omne vanum vituperatur a theologo.” 
-I, 2, 7, p. 34, ii. 36-37. 

2 See below, footnote #76. 

3 PEM , II, 488-486. 

4 “Indifferens dico quod, secundum se dictum, non sonat in bonum vel malum in moribus; et hie 
similiter attendendus est finis; ut ire et loqui. Si enim propter malum finem fiat, male fit et male 
appetitur. Si vero propter bonum, bene. Si vero propter finem naturalem, ut si appeto commedere 
propter necessitatem sustentationis solum, non est laudabile nec vituperabile; propterea est 
indifferens.” — from the Summa de vitiis, quoted by O. Lottin, PEM , II, 470, n. 2. 

5 Nic. Ethics , II, 7, 1108a 23-27. 
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Whatever things are done with deliberation, however, are good or bad, according as 
the futile act ( vanum ) is called evil . 1 

Here Albert is pointing out the key principle of rational ethics: reason is 
the indispensable condition of morality, while a non-rational act is 
simply non-moral, that is, neither good, bad, nor indifferent. But as far 
as we can gather from his words, the futile action is still a deliberated or 
rational act. It is also an indifferent act whose full significance escapes the 
moral philosopher, but which the theologian recognizes and so classifies 
among evil acts. In the realm of natural ethics, then, it is possible to 
have a concrete deliberated, but indifferent, act. The principle that 
natural reason is that which essentially constitutes an act as moral is not 
accepted unconditionally by Albert. In the final analysis, the role of 
reason is found wanting; unlike the universal virtue of charity, it does 
not universally initiate the moral character of all our natural acts, and so 
must be supplemented by the data of the theologian. 

Concerning the morality of acts, then, Albert’s theory betrays not 
only a certain ambiguity, but also a qualified acceptance of the role of 
reason as an adequate determiner of moral specificity. At the same time, 
it is important to note that Albert is attempting to validate and em¬ 
phasize, to a greater extent than any of his predecessors, the purely 
rational and natural factors in the morality of acts. Every naturally 
virtuous act is a morally good act. Every rational act is a moral act 
(with the added stipulation that futile or idle acts are evil). 2 3 In relation 
to his predecessors and contemporaries, Albert’s position represents an 
advance. At the same time, he falls short of St. Thomas for whom all 
rational acts are ipso facto moral .3 Lottin has aptly characterized St. 
Albert’s position as a “mi-chemin sur la voie d'une morale strictement 
naturelle”. 4 


B) The material cause of virtue: bonum in genere 

Like the absolute consideration of the voluntary act, bonum in genere is 
also an abstraction. It signifies this same human act not as being in a 
state of absolute indetermination or equal liability to good or evil, but 

1 “. . . dicimus quod multa fiunt sine deliberatione et ilia non sunt indifferentia nec bona vel mala, 
eo quod non sunt in genere moris. Quaecumque autem cum deliberatione fiunt, bona vel mala sunt, 
secundum quod vanum dicitur malum.” — I, 2, 7, ad 1, p. 34. 

2 Our use of the term “moral”, of course, is intended to mean good nr bad, and is opposed to the 
non-moral or indifferent. 

3 See below, p. 106. 

4 PEM y II, 489. 
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more positively as having an inclination or disposition to the good. 
Albert calls it a ‘first potency’ to the good. 1 He also refers to bonum in 
genere as the ‘matter’ and the ‘ materia circa quam ’ which, over and above 
the concept of matter, includes as well a certain reference to the end of 
the act. 2 At the same time, it is the ‘first subject’ which receives and 
supports the added determinations of circumstance and virtue .3 

It seems obvious, then, that not unlike Philip the Chancellor, 
Albert is conceiving bonum in genere as the material cause of virtue.* 
To the standardized description of bonum in genere — actus solus super 
debitam materiam - Albert adds a new precision which is helpful to the 
modern reader who is apt to find the term ‘ debitum 9 both strange and 
misleading. At this point in the thirteenth century, ‘ debitum ’ had a 
strong juridified ring arising from its traditional associations with the 
notions of law, right ( ius ) and a legalistic conception of justice. Albert, 
however, under the influence of Philip the Chancellor’s interpretation of 
bonum in geneie , uses the term in a meta-juridical sense: and he warns us 
that in this context the notion of debitum is not to be taken in a specific 
sense as the debitum iustitiae. s The main purpose of these early questions 
in the De bono is to render an intelligible account of the nature and genesis 
of moral virtue. Hence, if the debitum in question were the debitum iuris 
which derives from justice (as yet uninvestigated), we would be caught 
in a circular argument by trying to invoke a special virtue in order to 
account for virtue in general. No, the debitum here connotes a natural and 
right proportion between the act and its corresponding material object: 
for instance, feeding a hungry person, or teaching an ignorant person, 
or consoling a sorrowful person. It is a proportion between two 
natures, as it were. Hence, as the first degree of moral goodness founded 
on a proportion, bonum in genere appears as a true instance of the tran¬ 
scendental good which, we recall, analogically embraces all instances of 
goodness through a community of proportionality. Conversely, malum 
in genere signifies a privation of this proportion. 

In the history previous to Albert, the formula bonum in genere is 
characterized by a certain ambivalence. 6 Sometimes it was viewed as a 

1 I, 2, 4, ad i, p. 29. 

2 I, 2, 4, passim, pp. 28-30. 

3 Ibid., ad 4, p. 30; art. 6, sol., p. 32. 

4 The following sample statements from the Summa de bono indicate the continuity between Philip’s 
thought and Albert’s: “Ad quod dicendum quod bonum in genere dicit materiam puram proprie . . . 
Eo autem quod causa materialis ordinata est ad finalem, requiritur bonum in genere tamquam bonum 
materiale ad aliud bonum.” — Ms. Padua, Antonianum # 156, fol. 53Tb, 54va. 

5 I, 2, 4, ad 8, pp. 29-30. Concerning the debitum iustitiae, see V, 3, 2, ad 7, p. 297. 

6 See O. Lottin, PEM, II, 464-465. 
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positive perfection, the first in a series of moral perfections. On the 
other hand, it was given an almost entirely indifferent status in which 
it was regarded as equally liable to corruption by subsequent circum¬ 
stances. 1 Both themes are still discernible in the De bono. The bonum in 
geneie is a first potency, matter and subject with respect to specific 
moral goodness. It is the act seen as having a disposition to goodness in 
the same way that matter has a disposition to form. Albert also admits 
that it can be specified and vitiated by circumstances. 2 However, this 
possibility of change in the morality of an act by circumstances, from 
bonum in genere to malum in specie , does not constitute its essence: it is 
more of an accidental property. The true essence of bonum in geneie is its 
inherent disposition or proclivity to goodness - ad bonum magis quam 
ad malum. The indifference is a by-product, so to speak, of the relatively 
indeterminate moral status of bonum in genere. What is essentially in¬ 
different is the voluntary act abstractly conceived. 


C) The Formal Cause oj Virtue: Circumstances. 

In the history of moral speculation in the Middle Ages, Albert’s Tractatus 
de natura boni seems to have been the first known instance in which 
a distinctive treatment is given to the role of circumstances. 3 Question 
three of Tractatus I in the De bono is devoted to the same analysis. The 
inclusion of these treatises within the Tractatus and the De bono is an 
innovation. No longer is bonum ex circumstantia just a formula mentioned 
in passing, one whose own status as a moral factor, and whose relation¬ 
ship to the other moral factors, remains in obscurity. On the contrary, 
Albert’s recognition of their function as a necessary cause in the genesis 
of virtue has finally prompted the inclusion of a treatise on the circum¬ 
stances within the wider scheme of a natural ethic. 

In this section of the De bono , Albert relies heavily upon passages 
from Cicero’s De inventione and the De differentiis topicis of Boethius. 4 
All the circumstances enumerated by Cicero, writes Albert, are reducible 

1 See, for instance, De bono , I, 2,4, #1, p. 28. 

2 I, 2, sol., p. 31. One major problem here is that of predication since there can be an opposition 
between the genus of an act (say, bonum ) and the species (malum). See, ibid ., 11. 3-34. Albert attempts 
to answer this difficulty more explicitly in In II Sent., d. 40, art. 1, ad 3, ed. Borgnet, XXVII, 
62$b. 

3 Regarding the doctrine of circumstances in classical writers (e.g., Aristotle, Cicero, Boethius, 
John Damascene) and the reference made to them by the medieval moralists,' see O. Lottin, PEM , 
IV, gos-sij. 

* See De bono y I, 3, 2, pp. 39-42. Cf. De inventione , I, ch. 24-27, nn. 34-41; ed. HM Hubbell (Loeb 
Classical Library, 19 s s)> pp. 68-80. 


I04 



to seven main headings: agent or person ( quis ), the nature of the act, 
or what was done in the performance of the act (quid), intention, motive, 
or reason for the act (cur), the time ( quando ), the place ( ubi ), the manner 
of performance ( quomodo ), and finally the means or instruments involved 
(quibus auxiliis). This enumeration, in effect, is a convenient abbreviation 
of Cicero's long catalogue made by Boethius, and used and commented 
upon by Albert. 1 The Universal Doctor, of course, would know the 
six major circumstances listed by Aristotle in Book III of the Nico- 
machean Ethics which partially coincide with the seven headings just 
listed 2 ; but in the present section, Albert seems to prefer the testimony 
of Cicero and Boethius. 

A better name for circumstances, Albert points out, is 4 singularia 
because the moral philosopher is primarily concerned with concrete 
actions which are immersed in individuating conditions, and not simply 
with problematic or rhetorical questions .3 Indeed, Albert insists upon the 
difference between circumstances and ‘singulars'.* Strictly speaking, 
circumstances are universal or general considerations which are extrinsic 
to the act, and which give rise to the rhetorical syllogism and question. 
‘Singulars', on the other hand, are numerically particularized differences 
which characterize, and attach to, each and any act. One is universal 
and extrinsic to the act; the other is real and, as we shall now see, in¬ 
trinsic to the act's morality. Nevertheless, in deference to tradition and 
for the sake of convenience, Albert continues to use the term ‘circum¬ 
stances' when what he really means is ‘singulars'. 

Circumstances inform our acts with the being of moral goodness 
(honestum) or evil (vituperabik). They do not constitute the ontological 
nature of the act as such, but they do confer upon it a moral being. 
Hence, although extrinsic to the act as such, they are nevertheless 
intrinsic components of its morality: 

To the first argument, therefore, we say that these qualifying principles ( talia) do not 
give being to the act inasmuch as it is an act, but rather they give it being inasmuch as it 
is good or evil. And for this reason, although they are extrinsic to the act, they are not, 
however, extrinsic to moral goodness or evil.s 

. . . circumstances . . . give being to virtue and they are intrinsic to virtue . . . 6 

1 Cf. Boethius, De differentiis topicis, IV, PL 64, 1212D, 1205D. 

2 Nic. Ethics , III, 1, 111 ia 2-6. Cf. comments by R.A. Gauthier, V £thique a Nicomaque, t. II 
(Louvain, Paris: 1959), 185-186. 

3 I, 3, 1, ad 4, ad 5, p. 38; I, 4, 4, ad 5, p. 56. 

4 I, 3, 1, ad 1, p. 38, 11. 33-38; I, 4, 4, ad 4, p. 56. 
s I, 3, 1, ad 1, p. 38. 

6 lbid. y ad 3, p. 38. 
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It is clear that St. Albert draws a line between the act conceived as a 
psychological entity, and its moral accidents, so to speak. 1 Morality is 
something superimposed, a quality tacked on to the nature of an external 
act. It does not permeate the act as in St. Thomas for whom the ‘human 
act’ is through and through a ‘moral act*. 2 At this crucial point, then, 
Albert, not unlike many earlier and contemporary thinkers, seems to 
regard the physical and substantial core of a human act as being essentially 
infra-moral. The point is worthy of note if only to indicate one more 
instance in the enduring history of the fact-value distinction. 

The ‘circumstance’ quid , however, raises some difficulty. Inasmuch 
as it designates the kind or nature of the act performed (e.g., adultery, 
homicide), then surely it must connote the very ‘substance of the act’? 
In his replies to this objection, Albert does not altogether deny that this 
one circumstance connotes the essence or physical subtrate of an act .3 
But this connotation is secondary and minimal. He emphasizes the fact 
that what quid really designates is the moral species of the act, that is, the 
act (together with its material object) as enveloped in, and specified 
by, circumstances. It primarily points up the moral character of an act 
which is constituted by circumstances. Albert appears unwilling to 
allow quid any more than an oblique signification of the physical act 
itself. 

Good and evil, therefore, accrue to the agent and to his behaviour 
not so much from the act as such, but from the manner in which the act 
is performed. Circumstances are modes or ways of acting which inform the 
act with its moral character: 

The being of moral goodness, moreover, derives from the manner (in which the act 
is performed) rather than from the act itself in such a way that all the circumstances may 
be called ‘the manner’. And this is made clear by Aristotle in Book II of the Ethics where 
he says that ‘we are not just and temperate because we perform just and temperate acts, 
but because we act as just and temperate persons do (ut iusti et castiY .* 


1 “. . . actus secundum se non ponit potentiam in moribus, sed efficitur extra mores; et ideo non 
primum in genere est, sed extra genus.” - In II Sent. y d. 36, K, art. 6, ad 3, ed. Borgnet, XXVII, 
$92a. In d. 40, A, art. 1, p. 624a, the problem is explicity raised, “Utrum bonum et malum sunt 
differentiae constitutivae actionis voluntarie in moribus?” The first objection suggests that bonum 
and malum are formae substantiales of the act. Albert, on the contrary, favors an accidental moral 
character: “Dicendum quod bonitas et malitia accidunt actioni.” 

2 Cf. O. Lottin, PEM y II, 482-488; Les elements de la moralite des actes chez saint Thomas d’Aquin y 
Revue Neo-Scolastique de Philosophic, XXIV (1922), 394-398. 

3 I, 3, 1, ad 1, p. 38; art. 2, ad 9, p. 41. 

4 Ibid. , art. 1, ad 1, p. 38. Ethica vetus y ed. Marchesi, p. IV, 11. 2^-26 (Nic. Ethics , II, 3, no^b 
7-9): “Iustus autem et castus est non, qui hec operatur sed et qui sic operatin', ut iusti et casti 
operantur.” 
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Albert cites Aristotle who says that it is not simply the performance of 
just and temperate acts which make us to be so, but rather our acting 
in the manner of those who are just and temperate. The ut of ut iusti et 
casti in this text signifies the mode of circumstance, and not the habitus 
of virtue itself. 1 Obviously, I do not act already with the virtues of 
justice and temperance since it is precisely these which we are in the 
process of trying to account for. Virtues, at this point, are not the 
conditions of good acts, but the result of morally good acts. 

Circumstances, then, inform our actions with moral specificity 
when they actualize the potency towards goodness (i.e., the bonum 
in genere) which is in these acts. Indeed, it becomes apparent that Albert 
envisages circumstances in the role of formal causes of an act’s morality. 
This formula has actually been suggested in the opening arguments of 
Article One: “. . .it does not seem that these should be called circum¬ 
stances, but rather forms of the act . . . Therefore, it seems that circum¬ 
stances constitute the act as a formal cause”. 2 Albert does not dismiss this 
proposal. His only rejoinder is that these circumstances are not the 
intrinsic causes of the physical act as such, but of its moral character .3 
That is, they are the formal and intrinsic causes of natural virtue. 

In describing circumstances as the ‘modes’ or ‘forms’ of our acts, 
Albert has followed out a line of reasoning suggested by the vocabulary 
of Philip the Chancellor .4 Moreover, for Albert, the element of cur, 
the agent’s intention, is included within the catalogue of circumstances.s 
It is that for the sake of which the deed is performed, and so a cause of 
that operation. Now, in the De bono , Albert really raises the problem 
of intention only once; this is in the answer to an objection, and so the 
treatment is very brief and incomplete. 6 He mentions two kinds of 
intention. First, there is a ‘simple intention’ which sets up an end, 
but which does not take into account the quality of the means, or of the 
end itself, or the proportion between the means and the end. This, 
Albert says, is a ‘foolish intention’ ( intentio stuha). The other kind of 
intention is one informed and directed by faith. This is the theological 

1 I, 4, 2, ad 14, p. go. 

2 “. . . non videntur debere dici circumstantiae, sed potius formae actus.”--I, 3, 1, #1, p. 37. 
“Ergo videtur, quod circumstantiae faciant actum ut causa formalis.” - ibid., # 3. 

3 See above, p. 39. Also, III, 1, 1, ad 20, p. 120. 

4 Summa de bono , Ms. Padua , Anton. 1 g6, fol. 4vb: “. . . causa formalis, huic enim assimilatur bonum 
ex circumstantia quae est forma vel modus actionis.” 

5 “Similiter ‘cur’ dicit intentionem agentis ...” — I, 4, 4, #3, p. £4, 1. 44. “‘Cur’ autem dicit 
causam, et dicit Boethius, quod ‘ea est uniuscuiusque facti causa, propter quam factum est’, ut 
parentem occidit, ut solus haereditatem possideret.” - I, 3, 2, p. 39, 11. 80-83. 

6 I, 3, 2, ad 10, p. 42; #10, pp. 40-41. 
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notion of intention prevalent in Albert’s time, and whose inspiration was 
Scriptural. The objection itself refers to a passage from St. Matthew’s 
Gospel (i2,3$): “The good man from his good treasure brings forth 
good things”. The treasure of a man’s heart, continues the objection, is 
his intention, and it is this which determines the moral quality of acts, 
and which God will judge. Albert, moreover, must certainly have had 
in mind the divinely orientated intention of which St. Paul speaks 
(Romans , 14, 23): “for all that is not from faith is sin”. 1 

Is no other kind of intention conceivable? The issue at stake once 
again, of course, is the reality and degree of natural moral goodness in 
the moral philosophy of Albertus Magnus. Does Albert admit to an 
intention which, though not informed by faith, is nevertheless able to 
assess the value of some end and the relationship of the means to the end ? 
Surely the fact that thinkers of antiquity recognized and used this 
circumstance cur, which Albert himself has equated with the term 
‘intention’, would suggest that in spite of an absence of positive re¬ 
cognition by Albert of a purely natural intention in the present passage, 
he does not in his own mind exclude the possibility. Yet, with special 
reference to this passage, Lottin believes this is absent from Albert’s 
2 

The brevity of this particular passage would seem to reflect hesitancy 
on the part of Albert himself. Nevertheless, this same brevity is 
significant in its implications. For a complete analysis of his theory of 
intention, Albert refers us to another work, namely to Book II of his 
Scripta super Sententias. This would seem to indicate that in his mind the 
theological notion of intention, one informed by charity and faith, is 
out of place in the present discussion. The circumstances are formal 
causes of virtue. To invoke an intention informed by faith and charity 
would nullify the purpose at hand: namely, to render an account of the 
genesis of natural virtue. Then too, in a later section of the De bono y he 
makes the statement that the natural virtues may be distinguished from 
the theological perfections on the basis of naturally and supematurally 
orientated intentions. 3 It seems clear, then, that some understanding of 

1 St. Paul’s text is quoted later in the De bono, p. 276, 11. 31-32. 

2 Les vertus morales acquises, Recherches de theologie ancienne et medtevale, XX (19^3), 33. 

3 V, 4 (De iustitia specialty, 2, p. 301, 11. 66-70. In his commentary on the Sentences, he admits to a 
natural intention: “Ad aliud dicendum, quod tali actione sunt duae actiones morales, licet una sit 
naturaliter: et quoad diversas sui partes ab intentione diversimode informatur: est enim in moribus 
intentio principaliter movens: et cum ibi sunt duae intentiones, sunt duo moventia, et ad duo 
moventia [read ab duobus moventibus] sequuntur duae actiones.” — In II Sent., d. 40, D, art. 1, 
ad g, ed. Borgnet, XXVII, 637a. 
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a natural intention is operative in the moral philosophy of St. Albert, 
a natural intention expressed by the term cur. 

Must all the circumstances coincide in the formation of virtue, or 
does one suffice without the others? In answer to this problem, Albert 
leaves no doubt that all the circumstances are involved , although one or 
more of them may play a prediminant role. 1 At this point he credits 
Aristotle and Pseudo-Dionysius with the following doctrine: “virtus est 
ex una tota et sola causa , vitium autem omnifariam” . Virtue results from a 
total convergence of all the elements or causes involved, whereas the 
corruption of any one of these suffices to account for evil. The wording 
of this statement is not only a curious amalgam of statements by two 
different authors; there is also a distortion in vocabulary. 2 Dionysius 
had said that the good ( bonum ) is characterized by a wholeness or 
completeness with respect to its causes. This is consonant with Albert’s 
own general conception of the good as a virtual whole. In the present 
context he ties it down to virtue which is a specific kind of goodness. 
In Albert’s mind, then, virtue presupposes a convergence of all the 
circumstances. 

Up to this point, Albert has analyzed the intrinsic causes of virtue; 
and the account is structured in terms of the principles enunciated in 
the preliminary metaphysical discourse. Both circumstances and bonum 
in genere are analogical varieties of goodness. Bonum in genere , resulting 
from a fusing of two relatively indeterminate principles, namely, an 
action and its proportionate object, is a natural instance of the good. 
In their real and concrete setting, circumstances inhere in the bonum in 
genere as in their subject. The same kind of affinity which generally 
unites act to its correlative potency obtains here as well. As formal or 
modal elements proportioned to the potency of the act, circumstances 
endow it with moral specificity. The goodness which results from this 
‘indivision’ is the specific goodness of virtue. 

At the same time, we should not forget that these two factors have 
been treated as abstractions. Since they are distinguishable aspects of the 
moral act, we are justified in abstracting them from their proper concrete 

1 I, 3, i, ad 6, p. 38.I, St 1, ad 22, p. 74, 11. 22-24. 

2 The formulation of this principle, usually attributed by Albert to Dionysius alone, is really an 
amalgam of Aristotelian and Dionysian vocabulary, although the thought is genuinely Dionysian. 
The complete statement of the Pseudo-Dionysius runs: “Bonum ex una et tota est causa, malum 
autem ex multis et particularibus.” — De div. nom ., IV, trans. Johannes Saracenus, Dionysiaca , 
I (ed. Ph. Chevallier), 298-299. The other half of Albert’s quotation is found in the Ethica vetus , 
ed. Marchesi, p. VI, 1. 26 (Nic. Ethics , II, St 1106b 3^): “Boni quidem enim simpliciter, mali 
autem omnifariam.” 
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setting in order to give each a separate and distinct consideration. In 
reality, however, they exist only as integrated components of the indivi¬ 
dual act. 


D) The ‘ Matter of Virtue 

In his general metaphysics of the good, Albert had made it clear that 
any account of the genesis of goodness must also include efficient and 
final causation. The final cause, as an object of desire, moves the efficient 
cause which, in turn, moves the matter to a reception of forms. 
Question Four of Tractatus I which is devoted to an analysis of the efficient 
causes of virtue shows clearly that Albert is faithfully adhering to this 
principle. Article One of this same question, however, contains a 
discussion of what is called the ‘ materia virtutis ’. Having already treated 
of the bonum in genere which is described in terms of ‘matter’, one might 
be surprised to see the same term and problems cropping up again. As it 
turns out, however, the formula ‘ materia virtutis' in its present context is 
a far more comprehensive notion than that used to describe bonum in 
genere. Furthermore, this article has been prompted by certain statements 
in the Ethics of Aristotle in which it is said that acquired virtue has to do 
with pleasure ( voluptas , delectationes ) and pain ( tristitia ). 1 If such is the 
case, then virtue should be situated and studied in reference to these 
connatural passions. But since they are really the proper domain (materia) 
of fortitude and temperance, this would seem to limit the definition of 
moral virtue to only these two, thereby excluding at one blow prudence 
and justice from the moral order. 2 3 Some sort of clarification is wanting. 

In the formula ‘ materia virtutis', not one, but several distinguishable 
factors are welded together. Some understanding of the complexities 
involved is given by those texts in the De bono which most significantly 
contain some allusion to the term ‘ materia' . It is found to embrace (a) 
the materia debita 9 better still, the act itself taken at the level of bonum 
in genere. Yet over and above this, it also includes reference to (b) the 
agent’s intention and the end, and (c) man’s appetitive powers together 
with their concomitant feelings of pleasure and pain .3 At the same time, 

1 “Circa voluptates enim et tristitias est consuetudinalis virtus.” — Ethica vetus, ed. Marchesi, p. 
Ill, ii. i i-i 2. “Dico autem consuetudinem. Hec enim est circa passiones et operationes.” — ibid., 
p. VI, II. 11 -12. 

2 This is the argument proposed in I, 4, 1, #2, p. 44. 

3 Ibid., sol., pp. 44-45. “Ad aliud dicendum, quod in veritate finis in moribus includitur in ma¬ 
teria ...” — II, 2, 3, ad 3, p. 102. “Ad tertium dicendum, quod virtutes et vitia differunt per 
materiam, quae est finis intentionis.” - I, 5, 2, ad 3, p. 77. “Ad aliud dicendum, quod materia, 
quae tantum est materia, non distinguit virtutes vel vitia, sed materia, quae est finis potentiae, 



materia virtutis is really something completely individualized: the concrete 
act immersed in, and clothed by, all its moral circumstances, factors, 
and concomitants, and brought to bear upon a proportionate object. 
The formula ‘ materia circa quam’ is employed as an equivalent. 

In the solution to Article One, Albert explains that all acts and 
powers of the soul are differentiated by their corresponding objects. This 
is no less true of virtuous actions. The proximate object of the moral act 
is its moving cause or terminus (movens y jinis), and what this does is to 
specify the indeterminate movement of the will pervading any particular 
act. The element of finality - the most decisive feature in morality - 
prevails over this entire network. Necessarily, bare matter without 
reference to an end would fail to adequately differentiate human acts and 
their proportionate qualities. In this way, the terms ‘obiectum’ y ‘Jinis ’, 
‘opus’, 1 materia 9 , and ‘ materia circa quam’ are all intended to convey the 
same function of determination and specification. 1 In most cases, the end 
or terminus is simply the operation itself as virtuous; in the case of - 
justice, it is a result (operatum) distinct from the operation. 2 Regardless 
of the type, it belongs to the very nature of these objective ends to 
essentially determine the kind of virtue in each concrete act .3 

Now, our external acts are performed through bodily organs, and 
at the same time they are accompanied by affections or feelings (passiones) 
of pleasure and pain. These acts and their concomitant sensations issue 
directly from the sensible soul, that is, from the irascible and con- 
cupiscible powers of man’s soul. Hence, Albert agrees that virtue may 
be situated ‘ circa passiones ’ and ‘ circa delectationes et tristitias But at the 
same time, such statements taken simply as they stand would not ade¬ 
quately define the province of virtue since they ignore the other factors 
involved, and especially a reference to the primary factor of the final 
cause.* Over and above the mere notion of passion, as we have seen, one 
must take into account the end or object of these appetitive powers, and 
indeed the entire complexus, as signified by the term ‘materia’ . Hence, 
because the specification of natural moral virtues is not arrived at 
merely by their reference to the passions, then by speaking analogically 


sicut est appetitus vel pars appetitus; finis enim in moralibus potissima forma est, ut dicit Socrates.” 
— Ill, 4, 3, ad 3, p. 192. “Sed materia circa quam frequenter est principium cognoscendi rem, 
praecipue in actibus animae, in quibus materia non tantum est materia, sed etiam finis.” — I, 2, 
4, sol., p. 29, See also, III, 2, 2, ad 1, p. 137; II, 2, 4, ad 6, p. 10 g. 

1 II, 1, 3, ad 1, p. 90, 1. 89-p. 91, 1.2; ad 2, p. 91. 

2 V, 4, 7, sol., p. 306. 

3 I, 4, 2, sol., p. 49, 11. 42-46; ibid., ad ig, p. go, 1. 70. 

4 h 4, 1* ad 8, p. 46; I, g, 1, ad 22, p. 74, 11. 42-47* 
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(differenter) we may say that prudence and justice are also referable to 
them. 1 

‘Matter of virtue*, therefore, is a comprehensive formula intended 
to circumscribe virtue in its real and concrete setting. It is, to put it 
simply, a comprehensive view of the virtuous act in all its moral relations. 
Instead of connoting merely one aspect or facet of the moral act, it 
signifies rather a totality of factors or complexus. Now, it is from its 
nature as an integrated whole or complexus, and not from this or that 
particular element, that the humap act receives its moral specification, 
i.e., virtue. In this way virtue reflects the condition of totality which 
characterizes the Pseudo-Dionysian theory of the good: 

. . . and blessed Dionysius agrees in Chapter Four of Concerning the Divine Names in saying 
that ‘the good is constituted by a total and single cause, but evil originates omnifariously\ 
By this it is understood that for the reality of virtue there are required all the circum¬ 
stances together with the end harmonizing with the act as it is brought to bear upon its 
proportionate object. For evil and vice, however, there suffices the corruption of any 
one of these by itself . 2 

The formation of virtue entails all the circumstances and the end which 
are proportioned to the act. This is consonant with the statement of 
Pseudo-Dionysius, and so falls perfectly in line with the Albertinian 
vision of the good as something whole and complete. 


E) The Efficient Causes of Virtue 

By situating the virtuous act in a much wider context, Article One has 
shown that the formation of moral goodness rests upon a plurality of 
converging elements: the act itself, end, circumstances, the powers of 
man’s soul, and the accompanying affections of pleasure and pain. 
The account of the genesis of virtue up to this point, however, has dealt 
only with two intrinsic causes. A complete examination must also include 
the active or efficient causes of morality, and the final cause. The 
following seven articles of Question Four are devoted to an analysis of 
the efficient causes of virtue. In dealing with this problem as well as the 
notions of free choice, voluntariness, and deliberation, Albert relies 
heavily upon the Ethics of Aristotle. The integration of this material 
worked out at this particular point in the De bono is really an innovation. 
In the traditional Augustinian conception of virtue with its emphasis 

1 I, 4, i, ad 2, p. 4 £. 

2 I, s> I, ad 22, p. 74, II. 19 - 2 $. 
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upon the exclusively divine origin of virtue, no such causal explanation 
was really called for. St. Albert, however, is concerned with virtue 
acquired through our own natural acts, and so the inclusion of these 
considerations within his general doctrine of virtue is both necessary and 
consistent. 

Five positions are suggested in Article Two which would call for a 
direct supernatural intervention to explain the cause of natural virtue. 1 
In his answer to the question raised, however, Albert outlines the 
natural setting and origin of moral virtue. 2 3 4 It is directly and immediately 
caused by the exercise of human acts ( ab opere). Within our nature lies 
an innate power or ability to develop these perfections. The capacity is 
innate, not the full-fledged virtue itself which must be cultivated by a 
repetition of acts .3 In the solution to Article Two, he goes on to say 
that this purely natural ability to generate virtue cannot be conceived as 
something purely material and passive. Over and above this, one must 
distinguish its active and immaterial components: right choice (eligentia 
recta ) which is combination of right reason ( recta ratio ) and will. Right 
reason, Albert tells us, consists in the correct discernment of the mean 
to be observed in our operations. In other words, our inherent capability 
to perform virtuous acts ultimately stems from our faculties of reason and 
will. Hence, he concludes, nature is not only a material or passive cause, 
but in some way it is also the efficient cau of virtue. 

Albert goes on to say that the efficient cause of virtue is the operation 
seen in its dynamic activity (in agere) and not simply in its physical being 
(in esse ) since this substratum is really outside the moral order.4 A help¬ 
ful analogy is that of manual labourers who develop those special limbs 
they use in their work to greater and stronger proportions than other 
men. So too in the case of virtue; its most efficacious cause (potissima 
causa ) will be that immediate power of the soul which is called into 
play. Operations by their very nature issue in virtue. On the other 
hand, the bare performance of actions without a conscious attendance to 
the particular conditions or circumstances involved would not really be 
an immediate efficient cause of virtue. s At most it could only be called 
a remote cause. As we shall see, such actions would, to a certain extent, 
be involuntary by reason of this ignorance. Hence, just as the formal 

1 I, 4, 2, #1 -#£, p. 47 . 

2 Ibid., sol., and ad i-ad 4, p. 49. 

3 Ibid., ad 6, p. 49, 11. 74-78. 

4 See above, pp. 100 n.i, 106 n.i 
3 I, 4, 2, ad 14, p. so. 
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cause of virtue requires and presupposes the material cause, so too the 
operation as the efficient cause of virtue, if it is to be an adequate and 
direct cause of the virtuous act, entails the formal cause of circumstances. 

Virtue is described as being a ‘potential whole\ I Now, in any such 
whole no one part completely constitutes the whole. Rather, the first 
part or component is necessarily presupposed by a second, and so on. 
It is, as Albert says, in potency to subsequent augmentation: semper 
prior materialis ad sequentem. Hence, in the generation of virtue many 
distinct acts are required. From the first operation a certain disposition 
accrues to the soul and likewise this disposition is in potency to the 
superimposition of a second, and so on. In itself, a disposition lacks the 
stability and permanence of a virtuous habit. 2 It is easily displaced 
(Jacile mobile ). But by a process of moral metamorphosis, so to speak, 
many successive dispositions are welded into a habit. No definite and 
exact number of operations can be assigned to this cumulative develop¬ 
ment. 

So much for the proximate efficient cause of virtue. In Albert’s 
attempt to circumscribe this notion of efficient cause operative in the 
moral order, the next step is to ascertain the remote efficient causes. 
Such causes are remote because, as in the case of voluntariness or delibera¬ 
tion, they precede the exercise of the final human operation which 
itself immediately issues in the formation of virtue. In his introductory 
preface to this section, Albert observes that, since human operations are 
voluntary, then it behooves us to analyze this notion of voluntariness. 3 
This can be thrown into relief by starting with negative considerations, 
that is, by contrasting it to that which is involuntary. Articles Three and 
Four, therefore, deal with the involuntary; Article Five establishes the 
positive nature of voluntariness. 

In the ensuing discussion, Albert relies heavily upon the doctrine 
of Aristotle. There are two kinds of involuntariness. Some acts are 
involuntary by reason of an external violence or compulsion worked 
upon the agent.« Other acts are involuntary through ignorance.s The 

1 Ibid., art. 3, ad 9, p. go ; ibid., ad ig. Virtue as a “potential whole” ( totum potestativum) is a 
recurring theme throughout the De bono. While too complex to investigate in this paper, it is 
worth remarking that this notion conforms to Albert’s conception of the ontological structure of the 
natural good ( bonum naturae). See I, 2, art. 1 and 2, pp. 22-27. As applied to virtue, the principle of 
the totum potestativum is intended to show that the moral life is progressive and that the virtues are 
moral organisms. 

2 I, 4, 3, ad 10, p. go, 

3 Tr. I, qu. 4, p. go, 11. 79-89. 

4 Ibid., art. 3, pp. £i-£3. 

3 Ibid., art. 4, pp. S4--S7- 
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ignorance in question is of the circumstances conditioning the act. 
This may also be called ‘ignorance of the fact’ (ignorantiafacti) according 
as the deed ( factum) is taken in its real and concrete setting, and as 
including the particular circumstances in which it is immersed. 1 Once 
again, then, knowledge of all the circumstances is an indispensable 
condition of the voluntary act. 

By this contrast to the kinds of involuntariness, Albert is now able 
to establish positively the nature of a voluntary act. 2 Two conditions are 
involved: first, the moving principle of the act must be within the agent 
himself, and in this way it escapes the impediments of the act which is 
exteriorly coerced. Secondly, the agent must be aware of the particular 
circumstances of the action, and in this way it is opposed to involuntari¬ 
ness through ignorance. 

The second section given over to a study of the remote causes of 
virtue, includes another three articles in which special consideration is 
devoted to the nature of choice ( prohaeresis , eligentia ), deliberation 
(consilium), and the difference between these and will. Since we are 
primarily concerned with virtue which is a species of the good, consider¬ 
ations about will and voluntariness in general are insufficient. We must 
know more in detail about the catenation, as it were, of the individual 
acts which precede the formation of virtue. Voluntary goodness (bonum 
voluntarium), which is the object of the will, lacks determination; it 
is the good as such, the good absolutely conceived abstracting from any 
particular type or instance .3 The particular acts of deliberation and 
choice which immediately issue in virtuous operations also have this 
good ultimately as their end, but not as their immediate and proper 
object. Rather, they are directly ordered to particular instances of the 
good, i.e., the means to the end. Moreover, in the case of deliberation, 
we cannot say just any means, but rather those means whose usefulness 
are open to question/ Still, we cannot even say all debatable means, 
but more precisely those which we discern by reason as being helpful 
in the attainment of the end. We then desire what has been ascertained 
as useful. 

Choice, then, is not simply a power belonging exclusively to the 
will, just as the will compenetrates with reason, so too the element of 
reason or intellect is indispensable to choice. 5 


1 Ibid., ad 9, ad io. p. £j . 

2 I, 4, £, ad 1, p. £ 8 . Ethica vetus, ed. Marchesi, p. XIII, 11. 10-11 (Nic. Ethics, III, 3, 111 ia 22-23): 
“. . . voluntarium videbitur esse cuius principium in se ipso cognoscente singula [De bono ed., p. £i, 
n. 64: singularia], in quibus operatio.” 

3 I, 4, 8, sol., p. 6£. 4 I, 4, 6, sol,, p. 61. 5 Ibid., ad £, ad 10, p. 61. 
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A final and necessary characteristic of choice is that we be the 
masters of these actions: ‘actus quorum nos domini sumus\ 1 In all our 
moral acts we are sufficient agents. In this respect, however, one must 
distinguish between acts and their resultant habits. 2 Aristotle, writes 
Albert, has said that we are the masters of our individual operations from 
the beginning of the act to its completion. As to the habit or virtue 
generated by these acts, however, the same is not entirely true. We are 
the masters of habits at their inception. But since it is impossible for us 
to ascertain just how much of a contribution each operation makes to the 
formation of a habit, then we are to a certain extent ‘involuntary* in 
their possession. 


F) The Final Cause of Virtue : Happiness 

Hitherto, Albert has discussed the material, formal and efficient causes 
of virtue. Even though there are indications that a treatment of the final 
cause of virtue was to be included in the De bono, no distinct question or 
treatise dealing with this mode of causality is to be found. 3 The notion 
ofjinis, however, appears often enough in this moral treatise, and so we 
are able to arrive at some understanding of the meanings which Albert 
gives to this term. 

In his preliminary metaphysics of the good, Albert had argued that 
the good analytically includes a reference to end: of its very nature, 
the good is that which is desired. The notion of end, therefore, is 
necessarily analogical or, if you will, as flexible and relative a notion 
as the good itself. Within any particular order or perspective, it always 
connotes that which is ultimately willed or desired.* In general, writes 
Albert, one can distinguish two kinds of final causes: a proximate or 
immediate end which is intended in one act, and the remote or ultimate 
end intended in all, or in a series of acts. 3 This is true both of the order 
of nature as well as of the moral order. In the latter, the proximate end 
or object would be that complexus known as the ‘matter of virtue* or 
materia circa quam , the human act seen in all its dynamic complexity, 

1 I, 5, 6, sol., p. 61, i. 30. See also, I, 4, 2, #12, p. 48. Aristotle himself writes: “Operationum 
quidem enim ab initio usque ad finem domini sumus.” — Ethica vetus , ed. Marchesi, p. XVIII, 1. 26 
( Nic . Ethics , III, 8, 1114b 31-32). John Damascene is also quoted as the source of this statement: 
I, S , 7 , #£, P- 62, 11. f6ff. 

2 I, 4, 8, ad 5, pp. 65-66. 

3 See below, p. 117 n. 3. 

4 “. . . finis appellatur ultimum volitum in quocumque ...” - I, 4, 7, ad 13, p. 64. 

5 I, 4 , 1, sol., pp. 44-45. 
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which specifies and differentiates the various virtues and vices. The remote 
end, which is not intended merely in one act or in one virtue, is man’s 
final end: happiness or beatitude. 

Another distinction, partially overlapping the first, is that of 
‘end of the act’ ( finis operis ) and ‘end of the agent’ (Jinis operantis ). 1 ‘End 
of the act’ signifies the immediate object of a particular action. In the 
case of bonxim in genere , it would be the proportionate object ( debita 
materia ) of the act in question. In some cases, such as adultery, an act is 
malum in genere , and regardless of the agent’s intention or other circum¬ 
stances it can never be made good because the ‘end of the act’ is itself 
something evil. ‘End of the agent’, on the other hand, obviously desig¬ 
nates the agent’s motive or intention. In contrast to ‘end of the act’, 
it usually connotes a more ultimate goal. Virtue, according to Albert, 
may be regarded either as the ‘end of the act’ or the ‘end of the agent’ 
depending upon which way we choose to look at it. 2 

Since there is no question or section in the De bono devoted to man’s 
last end, it is difficult to reconstruct adequately Alberts’ thought on this 
point. Like the earlier Tractatus de natura boni , the De bono was to include 
such a treatment. The Preface to Question Four clearly proposes this 
move: after a detailed analysis of the natural virtues, we are to expect a 
disquisition upon “the end and perfection of virtue which is happiness. ”3 
Both works, however, were abandoned in an incomplete state and so fall 
short of this proposed endeavor. Consequentely, in the De bono we are 
left with only a few scattered and cursory remarks about this. 

Whether we choose to call it happiness ( felicitas ) or something 
else, Albert says in one text, is not our present concern.4 Apparently 
precisions in doctrine and terminology were to be made later on. Inas¬ 
much as it is the end, it is the absolute good ( bonum honestum), and so 
something desired for its own sake. There are several statements, how¬ 
ever, in which Albert distinguishes between happiness ( felicitas ) as that 
to which the virtues are essentially ordered, and ‘eternal beatitude’ 
- man’s supernatural destiny - which is not possible without grace and 
meritorious works. 5 Felicitas viae> on the other hand, is another phrase 
used by Albert which seems to connote that kind of happiness known 
or experienced by non-Christian thinkers ( philosophi ) who philosophized 
without the benefit of faith, and who lacked grace. 

1 I, 2, 6, ad 6, p. 33. 

2 l, 5, 1, ad 2-ad, 3, p. 72. 

3 l 4 , P- 43 , 11. 3 -S- 

4 n, 1, 5, sol., p. 94, 11.36-39. 

5 I, 4, 7, #13, p. 63; III, 1, 1, ad 31, p. 1 21. 
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There are additional texts in the De bono which point to a funda¬ 
mental relationship obtaining between the virtues and this concept of 
happiness. 1 Happiness, we read, is a perfection but a dynamic perfection 
(actus) of the soul which is consequent upon the possession of all the 
perfected virtues. The presence of one complete and perfected virtue 
does not suffice, but rather the possession of each and every natural 
virtue is required in the attainment of happiness. In this respect, prudence 
plays an important role. With reference to happiness, Albert says 
that it enjoys "a ‘more excellent act’ because it guides us to the primum 
bonum , God, wherein the greatest happiness is found. 2 Nevertheless, not 
just prudence, but all the virtues, are essentially ordered to, and 
consummated in, happiness. Happiness, then, is truly the end and perfec¬ 
tion of natural virtues in relation to which they stand as so many neces¬ 
sary steps or means. 

The texts seem to show that Albert understood quite well the 
Aristotelian idea of eudaimonia through and in the virtuous life; but for 
all this, the De bono gives only a sketchy idea about the final end of man. 
In spite of this reticence, however, a significant feature of Albert’s 
thought comes to light. It concerns his method of procedure. Happiness 
is that in which the virtues culminate. As so many necessary steps or 
means in the acquisition of happiness, their treatment would seem logical¬ 
ly enough to precede the analysis of happiness. 

IV CONCLUSION 

At this point Albert’s account of the genesis of natural moral virtue 
terminates. The next question, Question V of Tractatus I, rounds out 
general moral considerations with an enquiry into the essence of virtue 
in general. The preceding articles, beginning with bonum in genere and 
ending with the passages on choice and deliberation, are clearly an 
attempt to render an intelligible account of the origin of the humanly 
acquired virtues. This undertaking is an innovation. The Augustinian 
definition of virtue which attributed all moral excellence to a divine 
infusion made such an enquiry seem superfluous. St. Albert, however, 
distinguishes between the order of acquired perfections and those which 
are divinely infused; and since the former accrue to man through his own 
agency, an investigation into their origin is in order. 

In his account, Albert draws upon an established vocabulary; and 

1 III, $, 3, ad 8, p. 209, 11. 29-30; IV, 1, 4, ad 7, p. 234, 11. 86-89; 6, 2, ad 2, p. 80. 

2 IV, 1, 2, ad 16, p. 226. Prudence is “essentialis pars felicitatis” - ibid., ad 19, p. 226, I. 91. 
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yet his concern for methodological rigor can be seen in his program 
to interpret and to integrate these inherited distinctions in terms of 
principles enunciated in his preliminary metaphysics of the good. Thus, 
bonum in genere is a first instance of goodness grounded in the natural 
proportion between an act and its object. Viewed in this light, it 
enjoys a certain unity, but it still remains in potency to further com¬ 
pletion and actualization through the formal determinations of circum¬ 
stances. The resulting goodness is that of virtue which, as Albert 
demonstrates in later sections of the De hono y manifests itself in various 
modalities. In this way, bonum in genere y circumstances and, of course, 
virtue, are established as genuine though analogical varieties of goodness. 

The enquiry, moreover, is causal , and in this way conforms to the 
principle established earlier by Albert that any enquiry into goodness 
must be framed in terms of the four Aristotelian causes. Elements 
traditionally included in moral treatises fall into this framework. 
Bonum in genere and circumstances emerge as the intrinsic causes of 
virtue. Incomplete expressions of this doctrine, to be sure, are found 
in Philip the Chancellor, but the consecutive and unified elaboration 
of this theory originates with Albert himself. For the first time too, 
room is made for a brief but distinctive treatment of the role of circum¬ 
stances. A new treatise is also devoted to the efficient cause of virtue. 
Here the inspiration is quite evidently Aristotelian, and Albert relies 
heavily upon the doctrine and vocabulary of the fragmentary versions of 
the Nichomachean Ethics. The incompletion of the De bono robs us of a 
more thorough treatment of the final cause of virtue. 

This whole section, indeed, exemplifies the naturalist and humanist 
strains in Albert’s ethical theory. Critical of a univocally theocentric 
conception of moral worth, Albert attempted to enlarge the area of 
human moral efficacy by making man the responsible agent in the gener¬ 
ation of his own natural excellences. Though a certain unresolved gap is 
noticeable in his conception of the physical structure of the human act in 
relation to its moral determinations, it is still true to say that for Albert 
nature, through its human potentialities, becomes a real and significant 
cause of moral values. 

University of Windsor , 

Windsor, Ontario, Canada. 



On The Genuine Text of Peter of Spain s 
Summule logicales 

L. M. DE RIJK 

IV The Lecture Tractatuum by Guillelmus Amaldi, Master of Arts at 
Toulouse (123£-44). With a Note on the Date of Lambert of Auxerre’s 

Summule * 

1 — The Manuscripts 

It has been Msgr. Grabmann’s great merit to have found an important 
number of commentaries on Peter of Spain’s so-called Summule logicales y 
partly dating from as early as the thirteenth century 1 . Unfortunately he 
failed to find a similar work, of a rather early date indeed, which has been 
handed down to us in no less than six manuscripts. Only two of them 
give the correct name of the author. I found the most precious copy 
of this work during my visit to the Biblioteca Provincial at Tarragona 
(Spain) in October 1968 2 . It is numbered Cod . 27 and was described by 
Jose Lopez de Toro in his catalogues: 

Cod. 27 (s.n.): Guillermo Amaldi: Glosas sohre los tratados de Pedro Hispano. Vit. £0 hoj. 
letr. franc, sin cubierta s. XIV. 

Presumably, the date is to be corrected into s. XIII , probably about 1280. 
The codex consists of £2 folios. Amaldi’s commentary is found on 
ff. i r -£i r . Folios $i y and £ 2 r contain a set of logical notes written by 
a later hand than that which wrote the commentary. The first note runs 
as follows: 

Dicit actor quod dialetica dehet esse prior omnibus scientiis. Contra : ilia scientia debet esse prior 
que primo adicitur (/); sed gramatica primo adicitur; ergo gramatica erit prior. 

Amaldi’s commentary has the following incipit : 


* The preceding parts of this study appeared in this Journal 6 (1968), pp. 1-34; 69-101, and 
7 (1969), PP- 8-61. 

1 See his Handschriftliche Forschungen and Funde zu den philosophischen Schriften des Petrus Hispanus , des 
spdteren Papstes Johannes XXI (f 1277) in: Sitzungsberichte der Philos.-Hist. Abteilung der Bayer- 
ischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Mtinchen, 1936 Heft 9 [137 pp.]. 

2 I want to express my sincere thanks to Mr Fernando Conde, Director of the Biblioteca Provincial 
at Tarragona, who was kind enough to give me all the information and cooperation I needed. 

3 Contribucion al conocimiento de la Biblioteca Provincial de Tarragona , Tarragona 1936, pp. 148-191: 
Relacion de los manuscritos. 
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f. i ra : Sicut dicit Philosophus in tertio De Anima , triplex est actus rationis seu operatio 
intellectus, quod idem est. Primus actus est simplices quiditates aprehendere, ut quid 
est homo, quid est animal. Secundus est componere illas simplices quiditates apreensas (!). 
Tertius est decurrere a magis notis ad minus nota 1 . 

It ends as follows ($i rb ): 

Nunc autem continuum est in potentia divisibile in infinitum et est in potensia (!) ad 
actum permixtum potensie. Et ideo ad purum actum et ideo non est frustra quamvis ad 
purum actum non reducatur, sed sicut est in potensia ad actum permixtum potensie, ita 
debet reduci ad actum permixtum potensie, scilicet quod adhuc habeas (!) potentiam 
dividendi in infinitum. 

XPS laudetur operis quia finis habetur 
Explicit iste liber, sit scritor (!) crimine liber. 

Then the explicit is read: 

Expliciunt glosule supra tractatus magistri Petri Yspani de ordine predicatorum (!). 
quas glosulas composuit magister guillermus amaldi regens tolose in artibus. // et dicte k 
glosule sunt bernardi demarroncules oAes (?), quas ipsemet scripsit. 

The same hand wrote two other colophons: 

Hie liber est scriptus qui scripsit sit benedictus 
Tres digiti scribunt nec cetera membra quiescunt. 

Non videat Christum quidquis (!) furabitur istum. 

Toni fibroli irodatur (!) gracia stocri. Amen. 

A somewhat later hand added the incomplete note: 

Expliciunt glosule supra tractatus magistri petri yspani de ordine predicatorum (!). 
quas glosulas compilavit 

Another copy is found in the same library under nr. 23 (47). This codex 
is anonymous and contains 72 folios. It dates from about 1260. Only the 
commentary on the first seven treatises is given. (The text breaks off 
in the discussion of the fallacy secundum petitionem principii .) After the 
explicit (. . . in eo quod sit ydemptitas constructionis) a later hand added: 
Ista lectura tractatuum est ft atris Bernardi de Muoncula(l) quam emit a Jratre 
bg vilardel octo solidis. So this codex apparently belonged to one frater 
Bernardus, who bought it from a companion and afterwards fortunately 
made a complete copy himself, which has been preserved in cod . 27. 
This copy was made from a manuscript which belonged to a family 
different from that of all our other copies, as may appear from the fact 

2 For the complete text of the introductory part, see below, pp. 130-134. 



that MS Tarragona 27 contains a divisio generalis of Peter’s text which is 
failing in all the other copies. 1 

Both manuscripts originally formed part of the library of the 
Cistercian monastery Santes Creus, near Tarragona. For that matter, 
the codices 1-169 of the Biblioteca Provincial at Tarragona all come 
from Santes Creus and were written for the greater part in the South of 
France. 2 3 4 

A third copy is found in the Biblioteca Nacional in Madrid under nr 
1070. This fourteenth century manuscript has been described in the 
printed catalogue*. Our work is here entitled (f.3 r ): Questiones super 
sumulas logicales Petri Yspani . It opens (f. 3 ra ) with Ut vult philosophus 
in tertio de anima and ends (f. 1 i6 rb ) with the same words as Tarragona 
27:... ita debet reduci ad actum permixtum potentie y scilicet quod adhuc 
habeat potentiam dividendi in infinitum . The next two lines have been 
erased. The colophon runs as follows: 

LAUS TIBI SIT CHRISTE QUONIAM LIBER EXPLICIT ISTE 
EST <DE IURE> C MAGISTRI GUILLERMI THEOBALDI 
GUI DEBET <QUI>c MAGIS NOMEN CLERICI QUIA ZIBALDI. 

It is rather enigmatic, indeed. This much seems to be certain, that 
Theobaldi may be taken as a scribal error for Arnaldi. 

A fourth copy has been preserved as cod. 1077 in the library of the 
Musee Calvet at Avignon. It seems to date from about the middle of the 
thirteenth century and consists of £2 folios. The incipit and explicit 
are the same as those of Tarragona 27 (except for the opening word ut 
instead of sicut). According to the catalogue* the original colophon 
was found: ista lectura est composita a magistro G. Arnaldi. These words 
are now partly erased and a nineteenth century hand wrote: ista lectura 
est composita a magistro G. On the top off. 1 r is read pro communi biblioteca 
Fratrum Predicatorum Avenionensium. 

I found a fifth copy in the Vatican Library, Vat. Lat. 3022. This copy, 
too, was written about the middle of the thirteenth century. 


1 See below, p. 131 f. 

2 See J. Dominguez Bordona, Manuscritos de la Biblioteca Publica de Tarragona. Extracto de Boletin 
Argueologico Ahos LlII-LIV (19 S$~S 4 )- Tarragona. 

3 Inventario general de manuscritos de la Biblioteca Nacional III, Madrid 1957. 

4 Catalogue general des manuscrits des bibliotheques publiques de France , Departements (Octavo series), 
XXVII (1894; by L.-H. Labande). 
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On folio 2 r of this codex a number of stray notes and scribal exercises 
is found, while f.2 v contains two astronomical drawings. A later hand 
wrote between them in big capitals: VILANOVA. Unfortunately 
misled by this name and the erasure in MS. Avignon 1077 and un¬ 
acquainted with the Tarragona copy I supposed that this commentary 
was of the hand of the famous physician Amald of Vilanova 1 . However, 
the copy found in Tarragona puts the authorship of Guillelmus Amaldi 
beyond all doubt. 

On f.2 V the possessor’s mark is found 2 3 : pertinet reverendo magistro 
Jacobo egidij magistro sacri palacij. Jacobus Egidii (= Jaime Gil) was a 
Spanish Black Friar. This fiftheenth century theologian was sub-lector 
of the convent of Barcelona in 1426 and lector in 1434. He had obtained 
his master’s degree in theology at Montpellier. In 1436 he was given a 
chair of theology at the Cathedral school of Tortosa.* As is known, this 
codex belonged to the Ancient stock of the Vatican manuscripts entered 
into this library before 1600. The Spanish origin of its fifteenth century 
possessor would make us think that it came from the North of Spain, 
but Jaime’s stay in Montpellier seems to make its French origin no less 
possible. I think it most probable that like the Tarragona manuscripts it 
was written in the South of France and brought into the Dominican 
Convent of Barcelona at a rather early date. 

The work is complete here and found on ff. 3 r »-83 va . The same 
hand added the colophon: Hie liber est scriptus. qui scripsit sit benedictus. 
Laus tibi sit Christe, quoniam liber explicit iste. After some eight blank lines 
the same hand goes on with the first pages of a treatise of the liberal arts 
in the form of a divisio scientiarum. I give the opening lines: 

<U>t vult Philosophus in principio sue metaphisice, omnes homines natura scire deside- 
rant. Ista propositio potest multis rationibus declarari. 

Primo sic. Omne imperfectum appetit perfici. Sed homo in prima sui creatione est quid 
imperfectum, et eius perfectio est scientia. Ergo omnes homines appetunt scientiam 
naturaliter. Maior patet per Philosophum Primo Phisicorum , ubi dicit quod modus 
appetit formam sicut turpe pulcrum et mulier virum. Minor patet per Philosophum 
Primo De anima , qui dicit quod anima in prima sui creatione est tamquam tabula rasa in 
qua nichil depictum est, perficitur autem scientiis et virtutibus. 


1 See L. M. de Rijk, On The Genuine Text of Peter of Spain s Summule logicales, VIVARIUM 6 (1968) 
[pp.1-34], p. 34. 

2 I owe this information to the kindness of Professor Anneliese Maier of the Vatican Library. 

3 See R. Creytens O.P., LesecritsdeJacques Gil O.P . in: Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum 10 (1940), 
[pp. 1 £8-168], p. I£8. 
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So seven rationes are given. The anonymous author begins the proper 
work by invoking God’s assistance (8 3 vto -84- ra ): 

Sed quia secundum actorem De causis in eius narratione deficiunt omnes lingue, ideo de 
eius laudibus supersedeo quoad presens, ipsum humiliter explorando ut per sui bonitatem 
ineffabilem nostro assit principio, in medio dirigat, ad finem incepti (84 ra ) operis 
laudabiliter me producat. Divino igitur implorato auxilio ad philosophic congitionem 
aliqualiter accedamus. 

There is a set of interesting definitions of philosophia (84™): 

Diffinitur autem philosophia (scientia MS) quandoque <sub> nomine ‘scientie 1 , quandoque 
sub nomine ‘sapientie 1 , quandoque ‘philosophic 1 , quandoque * artis 1 et ‘metodi 1 ; quandoque 
‘doctrine 1 , quandoque ‘discipline 1 . 

Ab Ysidoro sic diffinitur: philosophia est humanarum divinarumque certa cognitio cum 
ordine vivendi coniuncta. Ab Ysaac sic diffinitur 1 : philosophia est assimilatio ho minis 
operibus creatoris et amor sapientie cum cognitione eiusdem. Vel magistraliter sic: 
philosophia est arbor arduissima, cuius radix est amarissima, fructus vero eius dulcissimus; 
et qui radicis amaritudinem abhorruerit, de fructus dulcedine non gustabit. 

Sub nomine ‘scientie 1 sic diffinitur a Macrobio: scientia est nobilis possessio animi, per 
quam nobis thesaurus sacris penetralibus mentis ignascitur, affectus eterne dilectionis 
acquiritur, hocest: per quam mens diescit in tenebris, oculus cordis deliciosus anime 
<para) 2 disus, hec in celestem terrenum, in inmortalem mortalem, caducum hominem in 
deum deifice mutationis actoritate convertit. Magistraliter sic diffinitur: scientia est 
nobilis possessio anime, que distributa per partes suscipit incrementum et avarum 
dedignata (designate MS) possessorem nisi puplicetur (!) cito elabitur. 

Sub nomine ‘sapientie 1 sic diffinitur a Boetio; scientia est eorum que vere sunt sive que 
substantiam inpermutabilem sortiuntur certa comprehensio veritatis. 

Sub nomine ‘artis 1 sic diffinitur a Tullio: ars est (collectio) preceptorum ad unum finem 
tendentium. Sed magistraliter sic: ars est infinitatis finitum compendium, rationis 
insigne miraculum, imperiosum nature consilium, quam si per consideres minimam 
invenies quantitatem, si vero ad subiecta (substantia MS) applices maximam invenies 
potestatem. 

Sub nomine ‘doctrine 1 sic diffinitur: doctrina est quidam habitus ab ore doctoris progre- 
diens consimilem habitum derelinquens in animo auditoris. Sed disciplina est habitus 
derelictus in animo auditoris ex doctrina doctoris. 

Visis istis dicamus de methodo. Unde methodus est brevis via errores devi(t)ans et 
obliquitates derelinquens. 

Then follows an extensive divisio philosophic , which abruptly ends at 
the end of f. 84 vb . 

The sixth copy of Guillelmus Arnaldi’s commentary on the Summule 
has been preserved in cod. 999 of the Bibliotheque de la Ville at Bor- 

1 Cp., however, Isaac’s definition quoted by Dominicus Gundissalinus, De divisione philosophic 
ed. Baur, p. 6 : philosophia est assimilacio hominis operibus creatoris secundum virtutem humanitatis. 

2 Here is a little hole in the parchment. 
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deaux 1 . This anonymous copy is complete and occupies ff. i ra -7£ va . 

It has the explicit . ita debet reduci ad actum potencie , scilicet quod 

adhuc habeas (!) potenciam dividendi infinitum (!) et terminatur lectura 
tractatuum. The same hand added: 

VIRGO FECUNDATA LAUDETUR ET INTEMERATA 
NAM MEA PRINCIPIA IUVIT COMPLERE MARIA. 

Another later hand added: 

Angele qui meus es custos pietate superna me tibi concessum ( ?) serva tuere guberna me 
sit tibi cura mei michi prospere cuncta uustia ( ?) 

There are two notes added by the respective owners: 

iste liber est petri ( + rasura) qynati in ffronssadesio. 

Iste liber est mei fratris Johannis traversi 0 quern realiter emi a domino petro Johannis 
servientis et ad effitum (!) S. pretium solvi. *• 


All these manuscripts were written in the South of France and show the 
characteristics of the scriptoria of that region. 


2 - The author 

No doubt, this Lectura Tractatuum was written by a Guillelmus , or Guiller- 
mus , Arnaldi who taught the liberal arts at Toulouse. 2 As a matter of fact 
I found a teacher of that name in a number of documents concerning the 
county of Toulouse. Magister Guillelmus (or Willelmus) Arnaldi is 
mentioned as archidiaconus Lantarensis or Lantarii or Lantarum (Lanta was a 
parish at the East of Toulouse) and as a master of Toulouse during 
i 238-44. In the Cartularium of Raymond VII, preserved in Paris, Archives 
nationales J. J. 19, he is mentioned several times as a subscriber (I quote 
from the copy Paris, B.N. Lat. 6009): 

1238: Magister W. Arnaldi archidiaconus Lantarensis, (p. 344). 

1242: Magister W. Arnaldi archidiaconus Lantarii, (p. 264). 

1242: Magister W. Arnaldi archidiaconus Lantarensis, (p. 359). 

1 april 1243: Magister Guillelmus Arnaldi Archidiaconus Lantarum, (p. 216). 

1244: Magister W. Arnaldi archidiaconus Lantarii, (p. 211). 

The same documents are found in the Cartularium of the Counts of 


1 See the catalogue (Catalogue general des manuscrits des bibliotheques publiques de France . Departments. 
(Octavo series), XXIII (1894, by J. Couderc). 

2 See above, p. 121. 
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Toulouse, preserved in Aix-en-Provence, Bibliotheque Mejanes, cod. 
631 (671). Our entries are found on f. 44V (1244); f. 53* (1242); 
f. 63V (1238); f. 66 r (1242). 

That our author taught at the young university of Toulouse appears 
from a letter of a number of masters of that university who inform the 
Papal Legate Guy, bishop of Sora, that Count Raymond of Toulouse 
had paid them their salaries in due time. Among the subscribers is our 
Guillelmus: 

(letter dated February 4, 1239). . . magister Sicardus, canonicus Narbonensis, et 
magister G. Arnaldi, archidiaconus Lantarensis, de eadem Universitate magistri. 1 

Since we have good reasons to assume that this letter concerns a payment 
of salaries in arrears for the years 1 235-372 Arnaldi’s mastership can be 
dated back up to 1235. 

So Guillelmus Arnaldi’s stav at Toulouse is well evidenced for the 

j 

years 1235-44. From the latter year onwards his name does not occur a 
single time in the Toulouse documents^. The possibility is not to be 
excluded that our Guillelmus Arnaldi became bishop of Carcassonne 
in 1248. As a matter of fact this bishop, named Guillelmus Arnaldi , had 
been archidiaconus ecclesiae Carcassonne , as appars from the comparison of 
two documents from 1248, published in Gallia Christiana : 

VI, Instrumenta, col. 430 B: . . . Juravit pro domino episcopo in animam eius Guillelmus 
Radulfi archidiaconus major ecclesiae Carcassonnae. Fideiusserunt nihilominus pro eo 
Guillelmus Arnaldi archidiaconus ejus ecclesiae et R. sacrista . . . Pro capitulo vero 
juravit idem Guillelmus Arnaldi archidicaconus et fidejussit pro eo dominus episcopus ante 
dictus. 

VI, col. 8868: Ex archidiacono, non majori, Guillelmo occurrit episcopus anno 1248 
mense augusto, quo probavit cum consilio capituli excambium factum a senescal Car- 
cassonae jussu Ludovici regis . . . 

However, it is not certain that bishop Guillelmus Arnaldi, who had been 
archidiaconus before and is to be distinguished from a Guillelmus archidia¬ 
conus maior , was our Guillelmus Arnaldi who taught the liberal arts in 
Toulouse and whose stay at Toulouse is evidenced for the years 1235-44. 
For that matter the name Arnaldus was quite frequent in the South of 

1 See Marcel Fournier, Les statuts et privileges des universites Jrangaises depuis leur fondation jusqu en 
1789 I (Universites d’Orleans, d’Angers, de Toulouse), p. 447. 

2 See Heinrich Denifle O.P., Die Entstehung der Universitdten des Mittelalters bis 14OO. Berlin 1885 
(reprint Graz 1956), pp. 232-233. 

2 I have investigated all the documents concerning thirteenth century Toulouse which have been 
preserved in Paris, Toulouse and Aix-en-Provence. For an enumeration of these documents, 
see Henri Stein, Bibliographic generate des cartulaires Jrangais ou relatifs a Vhistoire de France (Manuels de 
bibliographic historique IV), Paris 1907, pp. ^28-^32. 
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France (and the North of Spain), indeed, and so was that of Guillelmus 
Arnaldi. Thus in the second document mentioned above a Guillelmus 
Arnaldi Guit and a Guillelmus Arnaldi Milossa are found among the sub¬ 
scribers. If your Guillelmus Arnaldi is to be identified with the bishop 
of Carcassonne (August 1248 - September 4 th , 12 gg ) 1 we know the 
exact date of his death 2 . 

3 - Other logical works by Guillelmus Arnaldi 

Another manuscript of the Musee Cal vet, cod. 1089, dating from the end 
of the thirteenth century, contains commentaries on the works of the 
logica vetus. At the end of the Perihermeneias commentary the explicit 
is found (f. 49 ra ): Explicit scriptum super logicum (!) veterem editum a 
magistro G° Ar. No doubt, G°Ar. stands for Guillelmo Arnaldi. As a matter 
of fact there follows a commentary on De sex principiis of ps.-Gilbert de 
de la Porree (ff. ^o ra -6^ vb ) with the explicit: Explicit scriptum magistri' 
Vitalis super logicam veterem , where Vitalis has been written in rasura and 
originally was followed by the letters Ar. The commentary on De sex 
principiis seems to belong to the corpus copied before. 

This scriptum super logicam veterem opens with a commentary on 
Porphyry’s Isagoge y introduced by a divisio scientiarum (i ra -io rb ): 

i ra : Sicut dicit Philosophus in tertio De Anima intellectus noster privatus est quolibet 
(quodlibet MS) intelligibili (intelligibile MS) in actu, sed est in potentia passiva ad intelli- 
gendum quodlibet intelligibile. Et hoc potest sic declarari. Nam intellectus noster per 
differentiam se habet ad quodlibet intelligibile et neutrum sibi determinat; quia qua 
ratione sibi unum determinaret, eadem ratione et reliquum, scilicet omnia alia. Quod est 
impossibile. 

io rb : Alii multis modis exponunt, sed ita (in MS) planius est. In hoc enim terminatur 
sententia lectionis et per consequens tertius liber. Laudetur Deus. Incipit liber Predica- 
mentorum. 

The second part is a commentary on Aristotle’s Categories (io rb -2£ vb ). 
It has the following incipit: 

io rb : Equivoca dicuntur. Iste liber dividitur in tres partes, scilicet in Antepredicamenta et 
Predicamenta et Postpredicamenta . Secunda ibi: Singulum. Tertia: Dicitur autem. Prima in 
tres, quia in Predicamentis sunt tria. Est enim ibi modus predicandi, substantia, ordo. 
Et secundum hoc habet tres partes . . . 

2£ vb .... Ad aliud patet solutio. In hoc enim terminatur sententia huius libri. Deus 
laudetur. Incipit liber Periermenias. 

1 For this bishop, see Gallia Christiana VI, 860-1028 ; Appendix, 411-475. 

2 There is also a Guillelmus Arnaldi O.P.,who was an inquisitor and died May 29, 1 242 at Avignonet 
(Haute Garonne). See Ulysse Chevalier, Repertoire des sources historiques du moyen age. Bio-bibliographie 
(reprint New York i960) I, col. 1929. 
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The third part contains a commentary on Perihermeneias (2£ vb -49 ra ): 

2$ rb : Primum oportet constituere. Primum oportet constituere etc. Secundum quod] vult 
Philosophus tertio De anima, triplex est operatio intellectus. Una est simplicium quidi- 
tatum apprehensio, secunda apprehensarum compositio. Tertia est discursus ad con- 
clusionem. De his que pertine<n)t ad primam operationem, scilicet de simplicibus 
quiditatibus, determinatur Libro Predicamentorum. De his autem que ad secundam, deter- 
minatur libro isto. De his autem que ad tertiam, per totam logicam novam. Et sic patet 
quod iste liber inmediate debet ordinari post Librum Predicamentorum. Ideo continuatur 
sic. (49 ra ). 


Next nine lines are found of a text which opens as follows (49 ra ): 

Secundum Philosophum tertio De anima obiectum intellectus est (See below, p. 128). 

Folio 49 rb is blank and f. 49 v contains only the words forma est compo¬ 
sition! etc . and two drawings. On f. £o ra the same hand that wrote the 
foregoing treatises, goes on with a commentary on De sex principiis 
(^o ra -6^ vb ): 

£o ra : Forma est compositioni etc. Secundum Philosophum Primo Posteriorum et etiam in princi- 
pio Phisicorum scire arbitramur unumquodque cum eius causas cognoscimus. Cause autem, 
ut vult ibidem Philosophus, sunt quatuor, scilicet efficiens et finalis et materialis et 
formalis. Huius autem libri causa efficiens ignoratur. Quidam dicunt quod fuit Aristotiles 
ut videtur in modo procedendi. Alii autem dicunt quid fuit Alpharabius, commentator 
Libri De causis. Alii dicunt quod Guilabertus Porretanus. Sed de causa non est magna vis, 
nam quecumque (!) fecerit, scientia non minus valet (usque MS) 1 . 

The greater part of these texts are also found in another manuscript 
of the Musee Calvet at Avignon, cod. 1078. It dates from about the 
same time as cod. 1089 and the copy is anonymous: 

j ra.^ra. the Isagoge commentary, without the general prologue which is found in Avignon 
1089, ff. I ra -2 rb . 

7 ra_!8rb ; the commentary on the Categories 
i8 va -36 va : the commentary on the Perihermeneias. 

36 va -37 rb : Secundum Philosophum tertio De anima obiectum intellectus est universale. 
Sed probatur quod intellectus possit intelligere singulare. Nam cum intellectus iudicat 
differentiam inter aliquo duo, utrumque illorum intelligit. Cum igitur intellectus 
iudicet differentiam inter universale et particulare, oportet quod utrumque intelligat. 
Nam ipse intellectus iudicat inter universale et particulare et singulare. Quare in¬ 
telligit singulare. 

1 Another Mediaeval opinion about the author of the Liber de sex principiis , is found in Cod. 313 of 
the Universitdtsbibliothek of Innsbruck, f. i3o r . See M. Grabmann, Mittelalterliches Geistesleben III 
(Munchen 19^6), pp. 83-84. For a plausible explanation of Gilbert of Poitiers as the supposed 
author, see L. Minio-Paluello in the introduction to his edition of the work in: Aristoteles Latinus 
I, 7: Anonjmi Fragmentum vulgo vocatum u Liber sex principiorum”, Praefatio, pp. XLIII-LV. 
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Ad hoc solvit Philosophus in tertio De anima. Et dicit quod universale potest intelligi et 
singulare, sed differenti modo. Nam universale ut per quamdam lineam rectam, sed 
singulare ut per lineam reflexam 1 2 . . . 

This text ends as follows (37 rb ): 

Ultimo nota quod generatio proprie non est motus sed mutatio ... Sic generatio non est 
motus sed mutatio. Et hie terminantur questiones istius libri. Incipit ( erased) liber sex 
principiorum. ( These words in a different hand). Explicit liber Peryarmenias. Incipit liber 
Sex Principiorum ( these words in the same hand that wrote the texts). 

37 va -49 vb : the commentary on De sex principiis. 

In the collective manuscript Ripoll, Santa Maria 109 in the Archivo 
General de la Corona de Aragon in Barcelona a commentary on the 
Prior Analytics is found on ff. 1 81 r -228 v2 . It opens as follows: 

181 ra Secundum quod vult Philosophus in Secundo Metaphysice absurdum est simul 
querere scientiam et modum sciendi. Nam in acquisitione scientie quod modus 
sciendi precedat. Omnes enim scientie modo sciendi utuntur. Et ideo oportuit quod 
esset de modo sciendi aliqua communis scientia. Et ilia communis scientia dicitur logica 3 4 5 . * 

The work is complete and ends on f. 2 28 vt> : 

Et in hoc terminetur sententia lectionis et per consequens expositio totius libri priorum 
Aristotitilis. Ave Maria gratia plena dominus tecum, benedictus. Expliciunt glose totius 
libri priorum Aristotilis secundum G m A 1 . 

At the top of the first page (f. 181 r ) a somewhat later hand wrote: 
glose totius libri priorum G 1 A 1 . Garcia read Guillelmi Alberti. Grabmann 
rejected this reading and attributed* the work to Guillelmus de Sancto 
Amore, to whom the next work (a commentary on the Posterior Analytics) 
is ascribed*. However, G. A 1 cannot possibly stand for G. de Sancto 
Amore. Therefore I propose to read Guillelmi Arnaldi. It should be 
noticed that a similar abbreviation ( G.Ar .) is used in the manuscript 
Avignon 1089. 


1 In cod. 1089, f. 49 ra the text breaks off here. 

2 See the catalogue made by Zacharias Garcia in Bibliotheca Patrum Latinorum Hispaniensis II i, pp. 
£9-60, in: Sitzungsberichte der kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien, Phil.-Hist. 
Klasse 169,2 (191$). This part of the manuscript dates from about the middle of the thirteenth 
century. 

3 For the rest of the incipit , see M. Grabmann, Mittelalterliche lateinische Aristotelesiibersetzungen und 
Aristoteleskommentare in Handschriften spanischer Bibliotheken y in: Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen 
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philos.-Philol. und Hist. Klasse 1928, £ (Miinchen 1928) p. £6. 

4 op cit. y pp. ££-63. 

5 This commentary is attributed by our manuscript to William of Saint Amour only by a later ad- 
scription at the top of f.2 29 r , while the attribution of the preceding work to G.A *, added at the top 
of f. 2 2 8 r , is based on the explicit of the work itself. It seems to be quite possible that the commen¬ 
tary on the Posterior Analytics , too, belongs to master G.A i (= Guillelmus Arnaldi). 
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Thus we possess also a commentary on the Prior Analytics (and 
possibly one on the Posterior Analytics , too, 1 ) from the hand of our 
master Guillelmus Arnaldi. 

4 — Analysis of the Lectura tractatuum 

The MS Taragona 27 (see above, p. 1 20 f.) seems to be our best manuscript. 
To be sure it has a number of omissions, due to haplology, but is free 
from interpolations 2 . I give the text of the first lectio after this codex: 

ff. !ra-vb : Sicut dicit Philosophus in tertio De anima y triplex est actus rationis seu 
operatio intellectus, quod idem est. Primus actus est simplices quiditates apprehendere, 
ut quid est homo, quid est animal. Secundum est componere illas simplices quiditates 
apprehensas. Tertius est decurrere a magis notis ad minus nota. Ad primum ordinatur 
Liber Predicamentorum; ad secundum Liber Peryarmenias; ad tertiam tota logica 
nova. Et sic tota logica est circa ilium triplicem actum rationis. 

Sed quia Philosophus in dictis libris illam sub difficultate tradidit et obscure, iste actor 
magister petrus hispanus ut iuvenibus facilior esset aditus, quasi omnia que Philosophus in 
dictis libris per modum artis tradidit, per modum doctrine in brevi et utili summula com- 
pilavit. Et sic patet causa efficiens huius libri quia fuit magister P. Hispanus 3 , quia simi¬ 
liter plures alii fecerunt troctatus. 

Causa materialis in tota logica est sillogismus vel modus sciendi. 

Causa formalis sicut in aliis libris est duplex, scilicet forma tractatus et forma tractandi. 
Forma tractatus est divisio libri per capitula et capitulorum per partes diminutas. Forma 
tractandi idem est quod modus agendi. Qui est quintuplex, scilicet diffinitivus, divisivus, 
probativus, inprobativus et exemplorum positivus. Et iste ultimus non est necessarius 
propter scientiam, sed solum propter addiscentes. 

1 See the preceding note. I found in a thirteenth century Munich manuscript ( C.L.M. 14.412) a 
Scriptum Arnoldi super quatuor libros veteris artis (see the explicit , f. 36 ra ). It contains (i ra -9 ra ) a 
gloss commentary on the lsagoge (Inc. : Sicut dicit Aritstotiles in Tertio De anima intellectus noster 
possibilis est sicut tabula rasa in qua nichil est depictum, possibilis autem depingi). In Categ. (9 ra - 

2 2 ra ; Inc.: Intellectus noster ad cognitionem incogniti devenit tribus operationibus. Prima est 
entium simplicium simpliciter apprehensorum unum ordinare ad alterum. Secunda est unum 
componere cum altero. Tertia est secundum discursum rationis ex uno inferre alterum.) In De sex 
princ. (2 2 rb - rb ); a fragment only, which was added by another hand. (Inc.: Forma est composition. 
In principio huius libri tria dicenda sunt. Primum est quid est illud quod logica inquirit. Secundum 
est quomodo illud quod docetur per logicam, dividatur. Tertium est quomodo logica ipsa dividatur 
secundum quod comparatur ad res logica). Finally, a commentary on Perihermeneias (2 3 ra -36 ra ) 
Inc.: Quia ut dictum est circa principium libri Predicamentorum auctoritate Aristotilis in secundo 
De anima, triplex est operatio intellectus, una que est indivisibilium intelligentia qua intellectus 
apprehendit uniuscuiusque rei essentiam in seipsa, alia per quam componit et dividit simplicia 
apprehensa, et tertia secundum quam discurrit ab aliquo, ut ab aliquibus notis ad cognitionem 
ignotorum. — The same hand gives (ff. 37 ra -48 rb ) another commentary on De sex princ. , which 
opens as follows: Sicut dicit expositor super maius volumen Prisciani^iuniores . . . veterum sunt 
sicut nani coorti super humeros gigantum. For this topos, see Edouard Jeauneau: “Nani gigantum 
humeris insidentes”. Essai d y interpretation de Bernard de Chartres in: VIVARIUM £ (1967), pp. 79-99. 

2 The MS Avignon 1077, too, is quite reliable, but it is damaged by damp stains. 

3 A contemporary had added: de ordinefratrum predicatorum. 
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Causa finalis est duplex, scilicet finis intra et finis extra. Finis intra est cognitio eorum 
que traduntur in hoc libro. Finis extra est triplex, scilicet propinquus remotus 
et ultimus; propinquus: cognitio logices; remotus: cognitio totius philosophic; 
ultimus: beatitudo anime, ad quam omnes finaliter scientie reducuntur. 

Quis titulus? Incipiunt tractatus magistri p. hispani. 

Cui parti philosophic supponatur patet, quia rationali. 

His visis accedendum est ad formam tractatus. Iste autem liber (non) c dividitur in 
proemium et tractatum. Non enim enarrat in generali ilia que postea dicturus est in 
speciali. Sed dividitur prima sui divisione in partes duas. Nam primo diffinit dialeticam. 
Secundo ponit ordinem respectu dicendorum. Secunda ibi: Sed quia disputatio. Prima in 
tres. Nam primo diffinit dialeticam, secundo ex ilia diffinitione concludit corrolarium, 
tertio ponit ethimologiam vocabuli. Secunda ibi: Et ideo. Tertia: Dicitur autem dyaletica. 
Hec est divisio lectionis in speciali. Sed in generali potest dividi in septem capitula. 
Primum vocatur De introductionibus, secundum De predicabilibus , tertium De predicamentis, 
quartum De sillogismis , quintum De locis, sextum De fallaciis , septimum De 
restrictionibus et ampliationibus. Secunda pars incipit ibi: Predicabile. Tertia: Ad 
cognoscendum predicamenta. Quarta: Propositio est oratio. Quinta: Ratio *“ 
multipliciter dicitur. Sexta: Eorum que dicuntur. Septima: Dispositio. Hec 
sit divisio. 

Ad primam partem sic procedit diffiniens dialeticam. Sed nota quod differunt dialetica 
et logica. Nam dyaletica ex probabilibus et ex communibus habet arguere in qualibet 
scientia vel in facultate. Et ideo dicit Philosophus in Quarto Methaphysice quod 
circa idem laborant dyaleticus et methafisicus et sophista, quia circa ens. Unde ens est 
subiectum dialetice. Et ita dyaletica determinatur a Philosopho in libro Topicorum. Sed 
logica dicitur inquantum tradit cognitionem sillogismi; et est tradita a Philosopho in 
omnibus libris logicalibus. Est enim communis ad dyaleticum et demonstrativum 
sillogismum. 

Diffinit ergo dyaleticam dicens: dyaletica est ars artium, idest de numero septem artium. 
Vel: ars artium per excellentiam, quia est nobilior aliis cum sit de actu rationis qui est 
nobilior aliis, dyaletica, inquam, habens viam ad principia omnium methodorum, 
idest omnium | scientiarum specialium. Methodus enim uno modo brevis via, alio modo 
brevis scientia. 

Et ideo. Hie concludit corrolarium. Quia verum est quod dyaletica habet viam ad 
principia omnium scientiarum et alie scientie erunt tamquam terminus, ideo cum via 
sit prior termino vie et logica sit via et alie scientie tamquam terminus vie in acquisitione 
aliarum, sequitur quod dyaletica debet esse prior omnibus aliis. 

Dicitur autem dyaletica. Hie ponit etimologiam dicens quod dyaletica dicitur a 
'dya 1 , quod est duo et logos, quod est sermo, vel lexis ratio; quasi duorum sermo vel ratio, 
scilicet opponentis et respondentis in disputatione. Et est intelligendum: duorum vel 
secundum rem vel secundum rationem. Nam idem potest esse opponens et respondens 
sibi ipsi. Et sic tunc non sunt duo realiter sed solum in modo. 

Nota quod ista nomina, scilicet 'scientia 1 , 'sapientia ’, ‘ philosophia 1 , 'facultas 1 differunt 
ab hiis: ‘ ars 1 , 'methodus 1 , 'doctrina 1 , 'disciplina 1 . Nam prima quatuor nominant habitum 
absolute anime, alia vero nominant ilium habitum in comparatione ad opus. Prima etiam 
quatuor invicem differunt. Nam sapientia addit saporem supra scientiam, philosophia 
amorem, facultas facilitatem (facultatem MS). Similiter alia quatuor differunt. Nam 
doctrina dicitur ars prout est in doctore, disciplina prout est in discipulis, et methodus 




ratione brevitatis. Commentator enim supra librum Posteriorum 1 ponit differentiam 
inter methodum et facultatem. Et dicit quod methodus appropriatur quadruvio, facultas 
vero trivio. Quadruvium faciunt iste artes: arismetica, musica, geometria et astronomia. 
Trivium vero: gramatica, logica, retorica. 

Queritur quia dicit actor quod dialetica est ars artium, (utrum) c dialetica sit ars vel 
scientia etiam scientiarum. Et videtur quod non omnis ars tendit ad unum finem, ut 
dicit Tullius: ars est collectio multorum preceptorum ad unum finem tendentium. Sed 
dyaletica non tendit ad unum finem, immo ad tres, scilicet ad exercitationes, obviationes 
et philosophic disciplinas, ut dicit Philosophus tertio Topicorum. Ergo dyaletica non est 
ars. 

Preterea. De contingentibus inquantum contingentia non est scientia. Sed probabilia 
sunt huiusmodi. De quibus est dyaletica. Ergo non est scientia. Maior patet per Boetium 
in primo Arismetice, qui dicit quod scientia est eorum que vere sunt sive que substantiam 
inpermutabilem sortiuntur certa comprehensio veritatis. Minor patet quod probabile sit 
contingens. Nam probabile dicitur sub formidine (?) ad suum oppositum quia potest 
esse et non esse sicut contingentia. 

Preterea. Nulla scientia est ex falsis. Sed dyaletica procedit aliquando ex falsis. Ergo non 
est scientia. Maior patet per Aristotilem libro Posteriorum, qui vult quod falsum non 
s<c)itur, quia non est. Minor patet similiter per ipsum Octavo Topicorum, qui dicit quod 
nichil prohibet quedam falsa esse probabiliora quibusdam veris. Et sic dyaletica erit ex 
falsis, cum falsa possint esse probabilia. 

Oppositum patet per Philosophum et per rationem. De omni eo est scientia quod habet 
subiectum et partes et proprietates considerandas de subiecto. Sed dyaletica est huius¬ 
modi. Habet enim subiectum sillogismum et similiter habet proprietates et partes tarn 
materiales quam formales. Ergo est scientia. 

Preterea. De omni eo est scientia circa quod contingit recte agere et errare. Sed 
dyaletica est huiusmodi, ut de se patet. Ergo est scientia. 

Ad hoc dicendum quod ista questio potest esse duplex et querit utrum dyaletica sit 
scientia. Nam potest querere (utrum id quod docet causas et principia sillogismi 
dyaletici, sit scientia vel faciat scientiam. Vel potest querere ) 2 utrum habitus generatus 
per sillogismum dyaleticum sit scientia. Si autem queratur quantum ad primum, dico 
quod est scientia dyaletica et est etiam necessaria nam docet cognitionem sillogismi 
dialetici per principia infallibilia. Nam acceptis duabus propositionibus probabilibus 
debito modo dispositis in figura et in modo infallibiliter habetur sillogismus dialeticus. 
Si autem loquamur quantum ad secundum, scilicet quantum ad habitum generatum per 
sillogismum, dico quod non est scientia quia potest esse conclusio sillogismi dialetici falsa, 
ut patet hie: 

‘ omnis mater diligit 
Medea est mater 
ergo Medea diligit ’. 

Non enim est fides de conclusione sed solum opinio propter probabilitatem premissarum. 
Hoc est quod solet dici quod est dyaletica docens et ilia est scientia; et est dialetica utens 
et ilia non est scientia. Et hoc idem est sicut primo modo. 

Ad argumenta dicendum. Ad primum cum dicit: omnis ars. tendit ad unum finem, dico 
quod verum est (quantum ad) principalem. Sed minus principales possunt esse plures. 

1 All other manuscripts have: Sed quidam commentator supra librum Elenchorum, 

2 Supplied from the other manuscripts. 
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Unde dyaletica primo modo dicta habet unum finem principalem, scilicet cognitionem 
sillogismi dyaletici prout est utens opinionem; ille autem, scilicet exercitatio et obviatio 
etc., sunt minus principales. 

i va Ad aliud. Quando tu dicis: ex contingentibus inquantum contingentia | non est 
scientia; sed probabilia sunt contingentia, — dicendum quod licet probabilia in se et 
absolute sint contingentia, tamen ad sillogismum dyaleticum sunt naturalia; quia his 
positis necessario ponitur dyaleticus sillogismus. 

Ad aliud. Cum dicimus: nulla scientia est ex falsis, certe intelligitur: per falsa principia. 
Sed tamen habitus ageneratus bene potest esse falsus. Ut patet. Cognitio enim sophistice 
scientie traditur in libro Elencorum per principia infallibilia. Nam posito principio 
motivo defectus equivocationis ponitur equivocatio. Et his duobus cognitis cognosci- 
tur natura equivocationis. Abitus ageneratus per sillogismum equivocationis est error. 
Similiter est de dyaletico sillogismo quod habitus ageneratus per ipsum potest esse 
falsus, tamen cognitio sillogismi dyaletici semper necessaria et infallibilis. 

Dicit actor quod dyaletica est ars artium. Videtur hie male dicere. Dicit Aristotiles 
Tertio Topicorum: quod per superhabundantiam dicitur, uni soli convenit. Sedgramatica 
est ars artium, ut dicit Augustinus: qua clausa omnes clauduntur et qua aperta omnes 
aperiuntur. Non ergo logica est ars artium. 

Dicendum quod gramatica potest dici ars artium per excellentiam et etiam dyaletica,* 
tamen diversis respectibus. Quia sicut vides quod de quolibet confessore cantatur: 
„non est inventus similis illi”, quia quilibet excellebat alios in aliqua prerogativa seu 
proprietate quam habebat ita quod non alii, — similiter quelibet scientia excedit alias 
in aliqua proprietate quam habet ita quod non alie. Ut logica excedit alias quia est de 
actu rationis, qui est nobilior aliis; et gramatica quantum ad modum construendi; et sic 
de aliis. Et sic patet quomodo dyaletica est ars artium. 

Ad argumentum patet solutio. Cum dicitur: “quod per superhabundantiam dicitur, uni 
soli convenit”, dico quod verum est in eadem proprietate, sed in diversis proprietatibus 
potest convenire pluribus, sicut tu vides quod pulchritudo et fortitudo possunt convenire 
uni secundum diversas proprietates. Idem enim potest esse pulcerrimus fortissimus. 
Similiter una scientia potest aliam excedere quantum ad unam proprietatem et alia ipsam 
quantum ad aliam proprietatem. 

Dicit actor quod dyaletica habet viam ad principia omnium methodorum, idest scienti- 
arum. Contra. Ipsa est methodus. Ergo ipsa habet viam ad se. Quod falsum est. 

Ad hoc solvitur uno modo quod hie est distributio accommoda, ita quod est sensus 
quod habet viam ad principia aliarum scientiarum omnium a se; sicut hie: ‘ Deus creavit 
omnia , idest omnia a se. Sed hec solutio non valet, quia nulla est distributio accommoda. 
Nam qui omne dicit nichil excludit, nam dici de omni est quando nichil est sumere sub 
subiecto de quo non dicatur predicatus. Unde de virtute locutionis sequitur: ‘ Deus 
creavit omnia; ergo creavit seipsum’. Et propter hoc solvitur aliter, secundum quod primo 
dicebatur. 

Differentia est inter methodum et facultatem, quia methodus appropriatur quadruvio, 
facultas vero trivio. Et ideo intelligit: dyaletica habet viam ad principia omnium metho¬ 
dorum, idest scientiarum specialium, idest quadruvialium. Sed dyaletica non est qua- 
druvialis, sed communis; ideo non valet obiectio. 

Dicit actor quod in acquisitione scientiarum dyaletica debet esse prior. Contra. Prius 
addiscimus gramaticam quam logicam. Ergo gramatica debet esse prior. 

Ad hoc solvitur multis modis. (Quidam solvunt quod ‘prius’ dicitur duobus modis) 1 , 

1 Supplied from the other manuscripts. 
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i vb scilicet via originis et via nobilita | tis. Et dicunt quod gramatica dicitur prior via originis, 
sed logica est prior via nobilitatis. Tamen ista solutio nichil valet, quia visum est quod 
uno modo via nobilitatis gramatica est prior, scilicet in aliqua proprietate. Propter 
quod solvitur ita. Quia inmediate dixerat quod (dyaletica habet viam ad principia omnium 
methodorum, idest scientiarum specialium, ideo concludit quod ) 1 in acquisitione 
scientiarum, dyaletica debet esse prior scilicet specialium. Gramatica enim non est de 
illis specialibus, sed est communis. Quare non valet. 

Aliter tamen solvitur sic. Duplex est gramatica, scilicet teorica et positiva. Unde grama¬ 
tica positiva bene prius addiscitur quam logica. Tamen theorica, que consistit in 
principiis gramatice, idest in modis significandi, ilia non potest perfecte s(c)iri sine 
logica. Et sic in acquisitione scientiarum dyaletica debet esse prior. Et cum tu obicis 
quod prius addiscitur gramatica, verum est positivam, non tamen theoricam. 

The divisio in genetali of the whole work as it is given in this manuscript, 
is not found in the other manuscripts. Unlike the other commentators, 
e.g. Robert Anglicus 2 3 4 5 , Guillelmus Amaldi seems to divide Peter of 
Spain’s tractatus into seven capitula (f. i ra ): 

I De introductionibus 

II De predicabilibus 

III De predicamentis 

IV De sillogismis 

V De locis 

VI De fallaciis 

VII De restrictionibus et ampliationibus. 

However, when giving the incipits of these chapters, our author mentions 
for the sixth chapter the opening words of our tract on supposition 
(eorum que dicuntur, see ed. Bochenski, nr. 6.01). The opening 
word of the seventh chapter as given by our author ( Dispositio ) must 
probably be read as Disputatio , the opening word of the so-called 
Fallaciae maiores. I give the chapters as they are discussed in MS Tarragona 1 . 


I De introductionibus 

l ra_ 3 ra 

II De predicabilibus 

^ra 3 - 6 va 

III De predicamentis 

£va4- r ^va 

IV De sillogismis 

1 3 va -16 va 

V De locis 

1 6 va - 2 1 vas 

VI De suppositionibus 

2 1 va6_2 £ ra 

VII De fallaciis 

2 S ra7 - 43 rb 

VIII De relatione et cetera ( ! ) 

43 rb8 - en d. 


1 Supplied from the other manuscripts. 

2 See the preceding article (quoted below, p. 136 n. 1), p. 14 (where twelve is to be read instead 
of thirteen). 

3 Hie incipit capitulum de predicabilibus. 6 Hie incipit capitulum de suppositionibus . 

4 Hie incipit capitulum de predicamentis. 1 Hie incipit de fallaciis. 

5 Ista sufficiunt de capitulo, 8 Hie incipit de relatione et cetera(l). 
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On f. 43 rb the discussion of the relativa accidentium ends with the phrase: 
hec est sententia lectionis. On the next line is read: 

Personalis subpositio etc. Superius actor determinavit de subpositionibus, relationi- 
bus, que sunt due proprietates terminorum. Hie determinat de aliis proprietatibus, ut de 
restrictionibus et ampliationibus. Et quia restrictio et ampliatio habent esse circa 
personalem subpositionem, incidentaliter diffinitionem personalis subpositionis repetit 
quam superius posuerat, ut habeat sic de quo intendit. 

In fact this section (43 rb -43 vb ) deals with ampliatio. Then a fresh start is 
made: 

Ampliatio (to be corrected into Appellatio) est etc. S(uperius) a<ctor> d(eterminavit) 
de ampliatione. Hie prosequitur de appellatione et restrictione. Et sic sunt due partes 
principals in lectione. Secunda: Restrictio. 


So the first part of this lectio (43 V b -46™) discusses our tractatus XI, 
the second part (46 ra - rb ) our nrs 11.01-11.03. The next lectio (46 rb - va 
deals with our nrs 11.04-11.1 o. Next follow a lectio on our nrs 11.11-11.17 
(46 va -47 ra ) and a lectio on our nrs 11.18-11.23 (47 ra - rb ). The last 
lectiones discuss distribute: 47 rb -48 ra (our nrs 1 2.01 -1 2.08); 48 ra - va 
(our nrs 12.09-12.19); 48 va -49 ra (our nrs 12.20-12.23); 49ra_va 
(our nrs 12.26-12.33); 49 va - vb (our nrs 12.34-12.40); 49 vb -3o rb 
(our nrs 12.41-12.30); 3o rb - vb (our nrs 12.31-12.34), and finally 
30 vb -3i rb (our nrs 1 2.33-1 2.38). 

It is noticeable, indeed, that from 43 rb onwards our manuscript 
no longer adds such titles as: hie incipit capitulum de . . . This should be 
seen in connection with the fact that the last addition of this kind was 
(43 rb ): hie incipit de relatione et cetera (!) 

As is easily seen, this general division of the Summule would yield 
eight chapters, not seven, as has been announced in the prologue. For 
that matter this part of the prologue, which is not found in any of our 
other manuscripts, is also remarkable in that it calls the sixth chapter 
De Jallaciis but gives as its incipit the phrase Eorum que dicuntur , being 
the opening words of the tract on supposition, which is, in fact, the 
sixth chapter in all good manuscripts of the Summule logicales. The 
solution of this problem seems to be that our author considers the tract 
on supposition as a kind of preliminary part of De Jallaciis, as appears 
from the opening sentence of the chapter on supposition, as given in 
MS Tarragona 27 (f. 2i va - vb ): 

Eorum que dicuntur etc. Superius determinavit actor de locis dyaleticis. Hie prose- 



quitur de sophisticis. Set quia suppositio valet ad cognitionem quarumdam fallaciarum, ut 
fallacie accidentis, ideo actor antequam determinet de locis so (2i vb ) phisticis, idest de 
fallaciis, determinat primo de subpositionibus, licet inferius, ubi de relatione et amplia- 
tione et aliis proprietatibus terminorum determinat, deberet determinare, cum sub- 
positio sit similiter quedam proprietas terminorum. 

Thus we have a good explanation for the fact that Arnaldi calls De fallaciis 
the sixth chapter and gives, at the same time, the phrase eorum que 
dicuntur as its incipit. 

Besides, in the enumeration of the incipits those of the chapters 
De relativis , De ampliationibus , De appellationibus , De resti ictionibus , 
and De distributionibus are failing, while the incipit of the seventh and last 
chapter mentioned by Arnaldi ( Dispositio for: Disputatio ) is that of the 
tract on fallacies (Inc. disputatio est actus sillogisticus). 

It seems to me that the general division of the Summule logicales as it 
is given in MS Tarragona 27, f. 1 r , can only partially be explained in this 
way. To be sure, in Arnaldi’s division of the Summule our chapters VIII- 
XII (ed. Bochenski, nrs. 8.01-12.^8), which deal with the properties of 
term other than supposition, are no more than appendixes to the tract 
on supposition. Besides, the text of this divisio generalis is still inconsistent 
in that it mentions De fallaciis as the sixth chapter first and gives the 
word Disputatio as the opening word of the seventh chapter discussing 
the properties of term other than supposition afterwards. 

Therefore I am inclined to consider the text of this part of the 
prologue as it has been handed down in MS Taragona 27, to be corrupt. 
The corruption might have started by the copyist’s misreading of VII 
instead of XII. If so, the misreading must have been followed by a heavy 
reshuffling of the tracts. This much is certain that we have no reason to 
doubt the correctness of the usual division of Peter’s Summule logicales 
into twelve chapters 1 . 

On account of the interpolation Caliditas . . . etc. which occurs in 
nearly all our manuscripts of the Summule logicales (nr. 3.3 2) 2 , it should 
be noticed that it is found as early as in Arnaldi’s commentary on the 
Summule. I give his gloss on the passage (nr. 3.32 ed. Bochenski) after 
MS Taragona 27 (f. i2 ra ): 


1 Compare e.g. the commentary of Robert Anglicus. See L. M. de Rijk, On The Genuine Text of 
Peter of Spain s Summule logicales, IE Two Redactions of a Commentary upon the Summule by 
Robertus Anglicus in: VIVARIUM 7 (1969), pp. 8-61. 

2 For this interpolation, see the first article of this series: On The Genuine Text of Peter of Spain*s 
Summule logicales, I General Problems concerning possible interpolations in the Manuscripts in: 
VIVARIUM, 6 (1968), [pp. 1-34], pp. 3 - 4 . 


136 



Dicitur alterum alteri opponi etc. Superius actor determinavit de antepredicamentis 
et predicamentis. In hac parte intendit determinare de postpredicamentis. Et dividitur 
in quinque secundum quinque postpredicamenta. Primo de oppositione, secundo de 
priori, tertio de simul, quarto de motu, quinto de habere. Secunda: Prius. Tertia: 
Simul. Quarta: Motus. Quinta: Habere. Prime due sunt presentis lectionis. 

Quarum prima in duas dividitur. Nam primo dividit oppositionem; secundo de membris 
prosequitur. (Secunda ibi>: Que autem sunt. Et hec in tres. Primo excusat se de diffinitione 
relativorum; secundo ostendit que sunt contraria; tertio que sunt privative opposita. 
Secunda: Contraria. Tertia: Privative opposita. Secunda istarum dividitur in duas. Primo 
diffinit contraria. Secundo removet dubium. Secunda: Caliditas. 

Sequitur ilia pars Prius. Et habet duas. Primo ponit quatuor modos prioris usitatos. 
Secundo ponit unum non usitatum. Secunda: Preter hos autem. Prima in quatuor secundum 
quatuor modos prioris quos ponit. Ubi partes insipiant (!) patet. 

Hec est divisio. 

The following gloss is devoted to the Caliditas- passage (i 2 va ) : 

Quia actor dicit quod caliditas non est in igne ut accidens in subiecto sed sicut substantiate 
in eo cuius est substantiate, ideo queritur utrum habeat veritatem. Et videtur quod 
non. Nam omnis operatio est a forma et propria operatio a forma propria [operatio a 
propria forma] et substantiali. Sed calefacere est a forma. Et (est) propria operatio 
ignis. Ergo egreditur a forma substantiali. Sed non egreditur ab alia forma nisi a caliditate. 
Ergo caliditas est forma substantialis ipsius ignis. 

There appear to be quite a number of other objections against this view 
of the (supposed) author and, accordingly, it is to be rejected (ibid.): 

Dicendum breviter quod caliditas est in igne ut accidens in subiecto et non sicut sub¬ 
stantiate in eo cuius est substantiate. Et hoc dicit Averois supra librum Phisicorum . 

Patet ideo quod caliditas est in igne sicut accidens in subiecto et (non) 1 ut substantiate, 
nisi tamen intelligat actor 2 3 , quod sit substantiate, idest consequens substantiam, ut 
risibile (visibile MS) consequitur hominis substantiam. Et ita potest excusari quod 
actor intelligit substantiate idest: consequens substantiam. 

Robert Anglicus^ has quite a different solution of the problem. He 
distinguishes two meanings of the term ‘ignis’: 

Vat. Lat. 3049, f. 3i va : Solutio. Dicendum quod ignis potest dupliciter considerari. 
Aut in sui essentia, prout scilicet in Metaphisica est; et sic caliditas est forma accidentalis 
ignis. Aut secundum quod ignis est agens in materia; et sic est forma essentialis, quod 
ignis non potest agere sine calore; calor est ibi forma essentialis et hoc modo est ignis 
res naturalis. Primo modo recedunt actoritates et argumenta. 

1 Supplied from the other manuscripts. 

2 Who was supposed to have had just to opposite view (“Caliditas autem non est in igne ut accidens 
in subiecto, sed sicut substantiate in eo cuius est substantiate”. For the text of this interpolation see 
Summule logicales , ed. Bocheriski, p. 33, n. 19. 

3 For his glosses, see the preceding article of this series, in this Journal 7 (1969), pp. 8-61. 
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This solution has been further elaborated in the Todi version of Robert’s 
glosses: 

Todi cod. £4, f. 2 8 ra : Sed sciendum est circa litteram quod duplex est materia ignis, 
scilicet ex qua et in qua. Ex qua, ut materia prima vel chaos. Unde ante creationem mundi 
elementa erant mixta sicut esset farina et aqua et post ea divisa fuerunt; et ilia confusio in 
elementis vocatur prima materia a philosophis. 

Alia est materia ignis in qua, scilicet in qua agit ignis. Et in ilia est ut in subiecto. Et hec 
est sententia huius partis. 

Ibid. f. 2 8 rb : . . . Ideo notandum quod ignis potest dupliciter considerari. Aut secundum 
eius essentiam; et sic caliditas est in igne ut accidentalis. Aut secundum eius operationem; 
et sic caliditas est in igne essentialis. Et sic sumitur hie. 

Two conclusions may be drawn. First, both Guillelmus Amaldi and 
Robert Anglicus found the interpolation Caliditas in their text of the 
Summule. Second, their discussions of the passage and their solutions of 
the problem seem to be entirely independent from each other. 

The glosses devoted by Simon of Faversham 1 to our interpolation 
are interesting. In the elaborate (and interpolated?) redaction presented 
by MS. Miinchen C.L.M. 14.697, a rather extensive discussion of this 
passage is found (f. 3£ va ): 

Item. Nota circa hoc quod auctor dicit quod caliditas sit igni substantial^ et de essentia 
ignis, hoc reprobatum est a Philosopho in libro De sensu et de sensato. Item. Philosophus in 
Predicamentis dicit quod forme substantiali nichil sit contrarium. Si igitur calor esset de 
essentia ignis, cum frigidum sit contrarium calido, ergo sequeretur quod substantia 
haberet contrarium. Quod falsum est. Ergo illud ex quo sequitur. Hoc autem fuit illud 
quod dicebatur quod calor esset de essentia ignis. Ad idem.Item. 

The objections are still without refutation. However, in the original 
version of his glosses, found in MS Padua, Bibl. Antoniana, Scajf] 429, 
Simon of Faversham is wise enough to make short work of the whole 
passage (ista tota litter a), which he rightly takes as an interpolation: 

Padua, Bibl. Anton. Scajf. 429, f. i8 rb : Caliditas. Quicquid actor dicat, ista opinio 
reprobatur <a Commentatore) supra librum (De) sensu et sensato. Et istam totam litteram 
usque ibi: Private (!) opposita quidam libri habent. Melius autem est ut non habeatur, 
quia non fuit de intentione auctoris nec ipse earn composuit . 2 

So we see that Simon rejects this passage on good grounds just as he did 
with another spurious passage in his text of the Sumule.* 

1 For his glosses on the Summule , see the second article of this series in this Journal, 6 (1968), 
pp. 69-101. - Recently I found a fourth, complete copy of Simon’s glosses in the Biblioteca 
Ambrosiana at Milan, cod. F. £6 Sup. (79 fols.). It is anonymous and dates from the fifteenth 
century. 

2 The discussion of this passage is failing in our third copy of Simon’s glosses, Paris, B.N. Lat. 16.126. 

3 For this passage, see our second article of this series, in this Journal, 6 (1968), p. 100. 
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In the fifth tract (De locis) a discussion of the jcos-passage 1 is not found. 
That Guillelmus Amaldi did not read it in his text of the Summule , may 
appear from his divisio textus (f. i 6 va ): 

Et dividitur in duas: primo determinat de argumento, secundo de locis. Secunda: 
Argumentum autem. Prima in duas. Nam quia hie debet ponere hoc nomen 'ratio' in 
diffinitione argumenti, ne procedat per equivoca distinguit hoc nomen 'ratio'. Secundo 
eligit illud membrum de quo intendit. Secunda: Et hoc ultimo modo . Hec secunda in duas. 
Nam primo eligit illud membrum de quo intendit et diffinit ‘ argumentum secundo 
dividit. Secunda: Argumentations. Prima in duas. Primo diffinit argumentum et medium et 
argumentationem, secundo assignat differentiam inter ilia. Secunda: Differt. Sequitur 
ille pars: Argumentations. Et habet duas. Primo dividit (diffinit MS), secundo membra 
declarat. Secunda: Diffinitio sillogismi data est prius. Et hec in tres. Nam primo excusando 
se de sillogismo determinat de inductione, secundo de entimemate, tertio de exemplo. 
Secunda: Entimema. Tertia: Exemplum. Secunda habet duas. Primo diffinit entimema. 
Secundo docet reducere ad sillogismum. Secunda: Sciendum autem. 

Hec est divisio lectionis. 

In the discussion, too, it appears that Guillelmus Arnaldi did not find 
the jeos-passage in his text: 

f. i6 vb : Consequenter diffinit entimema. Et dicit quod entimema est sillogismus in- 
perfectus, idest oratio in qua .... infertur conclusio festinata, ut .... In ista argumen¬ 
tation intelligitur hec propositio : 'omnis homo est animal'. Et non ponitur quia si poneretur 
perfectus esset sillogismus. Et statim docet ipsum reducere ad sillogismum. 

Arnaldi ’s discussion of exemplum is interesting because of its couleur 
locale: 


f I7 ra : Consequenter actor determinat de exemplo. Et dicit quod exemplum est quando 
per unum particulare probatur aliud particulare per similitudinem repertam in ipsis. 
Ut si dicam: ‘ Narbonenses contra Carcasonenses puenare (/) malum est; ergo Tolosanos contra 
Nascones (/) pugnare malum est. Et hie per illud particulare Narbonenses contra Carcas (on)- 
enses probatur aliud particulare Tolosanos contra Nascones, per illud simile repertum in 
ipsis, quod est ajjines contra ajfines. 

The MSS Avignon 1077, Bordeaux 999, Madrid 1070 and Vat. Lat. 3022 
have Occytanos instead of Nascones , while MS Tarragona 23 in a rather 
short redaction of the passage has : Tolosanos contra Vascones and Bigterranos 
(and Bigterrenses) contra Bearnenses (f. 89 r .) This much is certain, that 
Arnaldi’s example refers to the South of France 2 . One need not wonder 

1 For this passage, see our first article of this series, in this Journal, 6 (1968), pp. 2-3. 

2 The Tolosani are the inhabitants of Toulouse, the Narbonenses those of Narbonne, the Carcasonenses 
those of Carcasonne, the Vascones those of Navarra and part of Biscaja, the Biterrenses those of 
Beziers, and the Bearnenses those of Beam. It is possible that for Bigorranos one should read: 
Bigorreanos (inhabitants of Bigorre, near Beam). Compare the geographical names given by the 
anonymous commentary found in Paris, B. N. Lat. 667 £, f. 33 vb . This commentary will be dis¬ 
cussed in the next issue. 
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about this, indeed, since Guillelmus Amaldi was regens in artibus at 
Toulouse. 


I give the complete text of Arnaldi’s glosses on the tract De suppositionibus 
(after T = Tarragona 27, ff. 2i va -2£ ra ). 

f. 21 va Hie incipit capitulum de suppositionibus 

< LECTIO PRIMA) 

Eorum que dicuntur etc. Superius determinavit actor de locis dyaleticis. Hie prose¬ 
quitur de sophisticis. Sed quia suppositio valet ad cognitionem quarundam fallaciarum, 
2ivb u t fallacie accidentis, ideo actor antequam deteiminaret de locis so | phisticis, idest de 
fallaciis, determinat primo de subpositionibus, licet inferius ubi de relationeetampliatione 
et aliis proprietatibus terminorum determinat deberet determinare, cum subpositio 
sit similiter quedam proprietas terminorum. Sed, ut visum est, quia valet ad cognitionem 
quarundam fallaciarum, ideo primo determinat de subpositionibus. 

Et dividitur in duas. Primo actor premittit quoddam preambulum ad suum principale 
intentum. Secundo prosequitur de intento. Secunda. Subpositio est. Et debes (debet MS) 
s(c)ire que sunt ista preambula que ponit antequam determinet de intento. Nam cum 
cuilibet dicibili non debeatur subpositio, sed solum dicibili incomplexo, oportuit quod 
divideret dicibile ad accipiendum dicibile incomplexum. Item. Subpositio non debetur 
cuilibet dicibili incomplexo sed dicibili qui est terminus significans rempredicamentalem, 
et ideo posuit secundam divisionem. Et quia similiter suppositio presubponit significa- 
tionem, ideo actor diffinit significationem. Et sic patet qualiter ista sunt preambula. 
Prima habet duas. Nam primo ponit unam divisionem; secundo subdividit alterum 
membrum. Secunda: Terminorum autem incomplexorum . Et hec secunda in duas: nam 
primo dividit illud membrum; secundo quia fecerat mentionem de significatione, diffinit 
earn. Secunda: Signficatio. Hec in duas: primo diffinit illud membrum; secundo dividit. 
Secunda: Significationis. Prima in duas: primo diffinit significationem; secundo concludit 
corrollarium vel obicit quedam. Secunda: Quare cum omnis res. 

Sequitur ilia pars: Significationis. Et habet duas: primo dividit (diffinit MS) significationem; 
secundo per illam divisionem duo membra subpositionis accipit quibus nomina assignat 
vel inponit. Secunda: Nomina vero substantiva. 

Sequitur ilia pars: Subpositio . Et habet duas: primo diffinit subpositionem; (secundo 
copulationem. Secunda Copulatio. Prima in duas. Primo diffinit subpositionem) 1 ; 
secundo ponit differentiam inter subpositionem et significationem. Secunda: differunt. 

Hec sit divisio. 

Ad primam partem sic procedit secundum quod notabatur dividendo. 

Ad evidentiam eorum que hie dicuntur, intelligendum est quod actor ad cognitionem 
subpositionum premittit primam divisionem ad significandum quod subpositio solum 
debetur incomplexo. Secundam divisionem ponit ad significandum quod subpositio 
solum debetur ei quod rem significat, et non dispositionem rei. Ideo dividit terminum 
incomplexum per decern predicamenta, ut visum est. Quia subpositio presupponit 
significationem, ideo diffinit significationem. Et dividit significationem quia penes duas 

1 Supplied from the other manuscripts. 
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differentias significationis duo modi significationis accipiuntur. Nam ei quod per modum 
per se stands significat, debetur subponere. Eivero quod per modum adiacentis, copulare. 
Ulterius notandum quod ‘ suhpositio * dicitur multis modis. Uno enim modo dicitur sub- 
positio acceptio propositionis tamquam pro vera et probata; et hoc modo subpositio 
accipitur in disputationibus, et vocatur alio modo ypotesis; et sic non accipitur hie 
‘ subpositio 1 . Alio modo sumitur ‘ subpositio * positio alicuius sub altero, secundum quod 
subiectum dicitur poni sub predicato et inferius sub suo superiori, ut homo sub animali 1 ; 
et sic non sumitur hie ‘ subpositio’. Tertio modo dicitur subpositio acceptio termini 
communis pro re significata per ipsum; et sic sumitur hie ‘ subpositio *. 

Ad primam partem igitur lectionis dividit dicibile ut eligat incomplexum, dicens quod 
eorum que dicuntur quedam dicuntur cum complexione, ut ‘ homo currit’; quedam sine 
complexione, ut ‘homo’ per se vel ‘ currit’. Sed quia cuilibet incomplexo non debetur 
subpositio, ideo subdividit (subponit MS) alterum membrum et dicit quod terminorum 
incomplexorum unusquisque aut significat substantiam aut quantitatem, et sic de aliis. 
Et tali debetur subpositio qui talem rem significat. 

Et statim actor diffinit significationem, quia fecerat mentionem quando dicit dut significat. 
Et dicit quod significatio prout hie sumitur, est representatio (interpretatio MS) per 
vocem secundum placitum. (Et dicit secundum placitum ) ad removendum significationem 
naturalem. Et statim cum dicit: quare cum omnis res concludit ex diffinitione significationis 
corollarium. Dictum est quod significatio est per vocem representatio; ex hoc concludit: 
cum omnis res sit universalis vel particularis, oportet quod ille dictiones que non signi¬ 
ficant rem universalem vel particularem, ut ‘omnis’, ‘nullus’ , et consimilia, et figmenta non 
significant aliquid prout hie sumitur ‘significatio’ , et ita quod non sint termini. Nam 
quilibet terminus habet significare aliquam rem universalem vel particularem, et si non 
sint termini, quod eis subpositio non debeatur. Unde ‘omnis’ et ‘nullus’ et talia signa non 
sunt termini. 

Consequenter actor dividit significationem. Et dicit quod significationis alia est rei 
2 i ra substantive; et ista fit per nomina substantiva, ut ‘homo’, alia rei adiective et ista fit | per 
nomina adiectiva vel per verba, ut ‘ albus’ vel ‘currit’. 

Et statim removet dubium. Nam aliquis dubitaret quare dicit: significationis alia est rei 
substantive non autem dicit: alia substantiva, alia adiectiva. Unde dicit quod substantivatio 
et adiectivatio sunt quidam modi, idest quedam accidentia, ipsarum rerum qui (!) signi- 
ficantur, et non sunt modi, idest dispositiones seu accidentia, ipsius significationis (dis¬ 
position^ MS). Nam significatio de se est quoddam accidens. Et si ipse dixisset: signifi¬ 
cationis alia substantiva, alia adiectiva, videretur quod substantivatio et adiectivatio essent 
modi, et dispositiones significationis, quod non est verum. Ideo ad denotandum quod non 
sunt dispositiones significationis, sed ipsarum rerum, dicit: significationis alia est rei 
adiective, alia rei substantive et non dicit: alia substantiva, alia adiectiva. 

Consequenter ex ista divisione accipit duo membra. Quibus nomina imponit. Et dicit 
quod nomina substantiva dicuntur subponere sed nomina adiectiva et verba dicuntur 
copulare. Et nota quod nomina substantiva dicuntur subponere significatum suum, et 
ipsi (isit MS) verbo, sed nomina adiectiva dicuntur copulare significatum suum et hoc suo 
substantivo. 

Consequenter prosequitur de subpositione diffiniendo ipsam. Et dicit quod subpositio 
est acceptio termini substantivi pro aliquo. Et illud ‘pro aliquo’ multis modis potest esse. 
Uno modo pro aliquo idest pro intentione que est in anima, ut ‘homo est species’. Alio modo 
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pro aliquo iciest pro significato relato ad subposita, ut ‘/i omo currit*. Alio modo pro aliquo 
idest pro modo significandi, ut ‘ homo est nomen . Alio modo pro aliquo idest pro voce, ut 
‘homo est dissilabum*. Et intellige quod de virtute locutionis terminus ubicumque ponatur 
subponit suum significatum, sed de possibilitate intellectus seu termini potest aliquando 
reddere locutionem veram pro voce, aliquando pro modi significandi etc. 

Consequenter ponit differentiam inter subpositionem et significationem et dicit quod 
differunt suppositio et significatio, nam significatio habet esse per inpositionem vocis 
ad significandum, sed subpositio est acceptio termini iam significantis pro aliqua re. 
Unde prius est significatio quam subpositio, quia significatio est ipsius vocis, sed sub¬ 
positio est termini agregati ex significato et voce. Et ista differunt quod unum est 
prius altero. Unde sicut vides quod prius homo accipit pennam, postea scribit cum ilia, 
et prius elevat homo baculum, postea percutit cum illo, ita prius imponit vocem ad 
significandum et postea utitur ipsa voce pro aliqua re; et ista est subpositio. 

Deinde diffinit copulationem dicens quod copulatio est acceptio termini adiectivi pro 
aliquo et sicut superius ita hie hoc quod est ‘pro aliquo ’ 1 glosatur multis modis. [Uno 
modo pro aliquo idest pro intentione, ut ‘ album est accidens ’. Alio modo pro aliquo , idest 
pro suppositis, ut ‘ album currit*. Alio modo pro modo significandi, ut ‘ album est nomen . 
Alio modo pro aliquo idest pro voce, ut ‘ album est dissillabum*] 2 . 

Et in hoc terminatur lectio. 


{Questiones) 

{Utrum vox significat rem que est in anima vel extra animam vel utrumque ) 

Circa istud capitulum quia subpositio* presubponit* significationem et significatio est 
ipsius vocis, ideo queritur utrum vox significet rem extra animam vel passionem que 
est in anima vel utrumque. Et videtur quod significet passionem que est in anima, per 
Philosophum libro Peryarmenias <qui> dicit quod voces sunt note passionum que sunt 
in anima. Ergo etc. 

Item. Arguo de nomine communi. Nomen commune significat rem universalem. Et 
universale habet esse in anima. Ergo nomen significat rem que est in anima. Preterea. 
Idem significat terminus re existente et non existente, nam de eodem constituit intellec- 
tum. Sed re non existente non est dicendum quod significet rem, cum res non sit. Ergo 
videtur quod vox non significet rem extra sed in anima. 

Oppositum patet per intentionem Aristotilis Primo Elencorum. Dicit enim quod 
nominibus pro rebus utimur. Ergo voces significant ipsas res. Preterea. Loqui volumus de 
ipsis rebus aliquando. Ergo oportet quod voces significent ipsas res. Et hoc dicit Boetius et 
Alanus 4 quod in rebus quas vidit humanum* genus* nomen imposuit. Item. Ostendendo 
quod vox nullo modo significet passionem que est in anima — nam ista: ‘fio/no est animal' 
esset falsa, quia ista passio non est ilia; et sic non esset vera nisi pro rebus; quare oportet 
quod significent rem extra. Et si tu dicas quod significat utrumque, hoc est falsum, quia 
tunc esset dare propositionem que esset vera vel falsa insimul, est ‘ homo currit* vera est 
pro rebus, sed falsa est in hoc quod currere non attribuitur homini pro passione. Et sic 
erit vera et falsa. Quod est inconveniens et inpossibile, quod verum et falsum inmediate 
dividunt enuntiationem. 
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De ista questione dicendum breviter, relictis aliis opinionibus, quod vox inponitur ad 
2 2 rb significandum rem et similitudinem sive pas | sionem rei, quod idem est. Nam vox non 
significat rem nisi prout (prius MS) intelligitur. (Intelligitur autem) 1 per suam similitu¬ 
dinem et non 2 per se, ut dicitur Tertio De anima. Ergo vox significat rem non per se sed 
per suam similitudinem. Sed non significat vox ista duo, scilicet remet similitudinem rei, 
ut plura sed ut unum, nam ubicumque unum propter alterum utrobique tamen unum est. 
Et ideo cum non significet similitudinem nisi propter rem, totum significatum est. Et 
ita argumenta per hoc soluta sunt. Nam ilia <que> probant quod significent passionem que 
est in anima, verum est, sed non solum; ilia que probant quod significent rem, verum est 
sed non solum. 

Ad aliud. Quando probas quod vox nullo modo significet passionem que est in anima, 
dicendum est: tu dicis quod ista est falsa: ‘homo est animal' . Dico quod non. Nam intellec¬ 
ts (non) iudicat idemptitatem in similitudinibus que sunt in anima, sed in rebus per 
similitudines ipsas. Et ita utrumque significant. Ad argumentum per quod probas quod 
utrumque, scilicet res et similitudo rei, non possunt significari, dico quod immo. Et tu ar- 
guis quod tunc sequeretur quod eadem (pro)positio sit vera et falsa. Dico quod non, quia 
vox significat ista duo prout faciunt unum per representationem et non iudicatur propo- 
sitio vera neque falsa penes idemptitatem vel diversitatem ipsarum passionum, [et] sed 
ipsarum rerum secundum quod visum est. Et est solutio. 

(Utrum destructa re vox remaneat signijicativa ) 

Queritur utrum destructa re vox remaneat significativa. Et videtur primo quod re 
destructa vox non sit significativa, per auctoritatem Boetii in fine libri. Divisionum ; 
qui dicit quod si res subiecta non sit, vox significativa esse desistit. Item. 
Esse rei et intelligi et significari se habent per ordinem ita quod prius est esse, postea 
intelligi, postea significari. Sed re destructa non remanet esse rei. Ergo non potest 
intelligi. Quare non poterit significari. Et sic re destructa non est vox significativa. 
Oppositum tamen arguitur, quia significare est intellectum constituere. Sed destructa re 
ipsa vox de eodem constituit intellectum. Ergo destructa re potest remanere significativa. 
Unde vox ista ‘ Petrus' que significat aliquem hominem, tunc corrupto illo quod signifi¬ 
cat, adhuc de eodem constituit intellectum et sic idem significant. 

Ad hanc questionem dicendum breviter quod idem (illud MS) significat terminus re 
destructa sicut prius. Unde vox inponitur ad significandum rem (absolute et non sub 
aliqua differentia temporis. Nam non inponitur ad significandum rem) 3 4 esse neque ad 
significandum rem non esse sed ad significandum rem cui accidit et quod sit actu vel non 
sit. Et ideo destructa re (vox) significativa remanet et significat idem sicut prius. Nam de 
eodem constituit intellectum. Et hoc etiam apparet per Aristotilem in Postpredicamentis, 
qui dicit quod in contradictionibus sive res sint sive non sint, semper una vera, altera 
falsa. Et hoc non esset si non significant terminus re destructa. Quare patet quod idem 
significat re destructa. 

Ad Boetium dicendum quod intelligit sic quod si nulla res (sit) subiecta*, idest si non sit 
aliqua res que per vocem significetur, ilia vox non est significativa, ut ‘buf ', ‘baf \ Alio 
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modo solvitur sic quod si non sit res subiecta 1 in anima vel in re extra, vox desinit esse 
significativa. 

Ad aliud quando dicis quod prius est esse rei quam intelligi et significaii, dicendum quod 
licet sit prius esse rei quam in intellectu vel <in> significando, tamen unum esse non est 
aliud 2 . Et ideo potest remanere unum corrupto alio, ut corrupto esse actuali rei postest 
remanere esse in intellectu et in significando, quia, ut visum est, hoc esse non est illud 
esse. Et sic patet solutio questionis. 

<Utrum ista acceptio sit ab intellectu ) 

Quia dicit actor quod subpositio est acceptio termini, queritur a quo 3 sit ista acceptio, 
utrum sit ab intellectu. Videtur quod non, quia accidit termino quod accipiatur ab 
intellectu. Et si subpositio esset ab intellectu, accideret termino quod subponeret. 
Hoc autem est falsum, quia subpositio est proprietas essentialis termini substantivi 4 . 
Oppositum tamen arguitur sic. A quo aliquis habet suam significationem, ab eodem 
habet suam subpositionem. Sed terminus suam significationem habet ab intellectu. 
Ergo et subpositionem. 

De ista questione sunt opiniones. Quidam sic solvunt et dicunt quod duplex est subpositio. 
Quedam enim est de virtute sermonis, secundum quod terminus subponit suum signifi- 
catum. Alia est subpositio de possibilitate* termini. Modo dicunt quod quantum ad 
suppositionem que habetur de possibilitate termini est ista diffinitio quod subpositio est 
acceptio (termini) ab intellectu. Sed quantum ad subpositionem que est de virtute ser¬ 
monis, que dicitur subpositio naturalis, non datur ilia diffinicio subpositionis, quia de 
natura sua habet subponere et non ab intellectu. 

Et dicendum quod hoc non videtur bene dictum, quia secundum hoc diffinitio sub¬ 
positionis non esset communis que dicta est. Et tamen est communis cuilibet subpositioni. 
Secundo modo male dicunt isti qui sic dicunt, quia cum dicitur per hoc quod terminus 
accipiatur ab intellectu quod sic subponat cuius oppositum est verum. Nam per hoc 
quod sic subponit sic accipitur ab intellectu. Et ideo dicendum quia diffinitio sub¬ 
positionis est competens. Debet sic intelligi: subpositio est acceptio termini ab intel¬ 
lectu, idest subpositio est proprietas termini pro quo accipitur ipse terminus, idest aptus 
natus accipi quantum de se est ab intellectu. Unde dicendum quod terminus est vox 
inposita ad significandum et per rationem significandi quam habet in se formaliter 
dicitur significare. Et sic ipsi termino sine acceptione ab intellectu debetur significatio 
2 2 va et | subpositio. Unde causa proxima subpositionis est ipse terminus per suum significatum. 
Ad argumenta in oppositum dicendum. Quando tu probas quod ab intellectu habent 
subpositionem: nam ab intellectu habet significationem suam; ergo subpositionem, — 
dicendum quod ab intellectu inponente terminus suum habet effectum, idest 
rationem significandi. Et isto modo et subpositio est, sed tamen formaliter de se habet 
vox significativa quod significet; sic et quod subponat de se habet postquam est in¬ 
posita ad significandum, et appellatur terminus. Et sic de natura sua subponit. 

LECTIO 5 ECUNDA 

Subpositionum alia communis, etc. Superius actor determinavit de subpositione 
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diffinitive. Hie prosequitur divisive. Et dividitur in duas. Nam primo actor dividit sub- 
positionem per communem et discretam, et declarat membra. Secundo subdividit alterum 
membrum. Secunda: Suppositionum communium. Hec secunda in duas. Primo dividit 
communem subpositionem per naturalem et accidentalem, et declarat membra. Secundo 
subdividit alterum membrum. Secunda: Accidentalium subpositionum. Hec secunda in 
duas. Primo dividit accidentalem subpositionem per simplicem et personalem. Secundo 
declarat membra. Secunda: Simplex subpositio. (Et hec secunda in duas. Primum declarat 
primum membrum. Secundo aliud. Secunda ibi: Personalis subpositio) 1 . Prima in duas. 
Primo diffinit simplicem suppositionem. Secundo dividit. Secunda: Item. Subpositionum 
simplicium. Hec secunda in tres. Primo dividit simplicem subpositionem per tria membra. 
Secundo probat terminum habere simplicem suppositionem quantum ad tertium mem¬ 
brum, idest post dictionem exceptivam. Tertio probat quantum ad secundum membrum. 
Secunda: Unde non sequitur: omne animal preter hominem. Tertia: Quod autem terminus in 
predicato. Sequitur ilia pars: Personalis. Et habet duas. Primo diffinit earn. Secundo dividit. 
Secunda: Item. Personalium. Et hec in duas. Primo dividit personalem per determinatam 
et confusam. Secundo declarat membra. Secunda: Determinata subpositio. Et hec in duas. 
Primo declarat unum membrum. Secundo reliquum. Secunda: Confusa subpositio. Ubi 
lectio terminatur. Prima in duas. Primo diffinit determinatam subpositionem. Secundo 
probat diffinitionem bene esse assignatam. Secunda: Quod autem utraque illarum. Hec est 
divisio. 

Ad primam partem sic procedit. Dividit subpositionem dicens quod subpositionum alia 
communis, alia discreta. Communis subpositio dicitur quando fit per terminum com¬ 
munem, ut 'homo’. Discreta dicitur que fit per terminum discretum, ut 'Sor’. 

Debes intelligere quod terminus potest dupliciter considerari: aut secundum se prout 
est quedam res, aut secundum suam significationem prout est signum. Si consideretur 
primo modo, hec potest esse vel secundum sui totalitatem et sic sumitur dicendo: 

‘omnis homo est totum in quantitate ’, vel pro modo significandi essentiali, ut 'homo est no men ’, 
vel accidentali, ut 'homo est nominativi casus’ vel pro voce, ut 'homo est vox’ vel (pro) 
proprietate vocis, ut 'homo est dissillabum’. 

Nunc autem de subpositione isto modo non intendimus. Sed de subpositione termini que 
est secundum suam significationem intendimus in hac parte. Et secundum hoc dividitur 
hie subpositio. 

Ulterius notandum quod diversitas subpositionis quam tradidit actor, hie non accipitur 
eius quod terminus subponit, sed a parte eius pro quo subponit et locutionem reddit 
veram. Quod subpositio non varietur a parte eius quod subponit terminus, patet, quia 
terminus subponit pro significato et idem significat ubicumque ponatur, sive in oratione 
sive extra orationem. Sic patet quod diversitas subpositionis non accipitur a parte eius 
quod subponit terminus, sed diversificatur subpositio secundum diversas causas veritatis. 
Ut 'homo est species’ verificatur pro intentione; 'homo currit’ pro subpositis. Et sic sunt 
diverse subpositiones secundum diversos modos verificandi locutiones. Patet igitur 
que (quod MS) subpositio dividatur, quia illa[m] quam habet terminus secundum signi¬ 
ficationem. Et patet quod diversitas seu divisio non accipitur a parte illius quod subponit 
terminus, idest a parte significati, sed a parte verificandi locutionem. 

Deinde dividit communem subpositionem. Et dicit quod communis alia naturalis, alia 
accidentalis. Declarat membra. Et dicit quod naturalis subpositio est acceptio teimini 
communis pro omnibus illis pro quibus aptus natus est participari, ut 'homo’ per se prout 
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non ponitur in oratione, subponit pro omnibus qui sunt vel fuerent vel erunt. Modo 
nota quod naturalis subpositio est acceptio termini communis pro forma communi, idest 
pro significato; quod significatum habet esse in subpositis. Subposita autem dicuntur 
termini qui participant, idest rationem accipiunt termini, quia participare est participantis 
rationem sumere, ut dicitur libro Thopicorum. Nunc autem tarn existentia quam non 
existentia subposita (significata MS) in suo significato includunt formam termini, ut ‘Anti- 
christus' et ‘ Cesar' in suo significato 1 includunt significata huius nominis ‘ homo ’, quia ad | 
i.2 2 vb significandum hominem sunt inposita. Sic igitur patet quod quilibet terminus communis, 
ut 'homo' f subponit de natura in subpositione pro forma communi que salvatur in suis sub¬ 
positis, sive ilia subposita sunt actu existentia sive non, solum 2 quod in significando existat. 
Nam actualis existentia rerum nichil facit ad veritatem orationis. Nam data quod Cesar 
non sit hec est vera: ‘Cesar est homo'. Et propter hoc non sequitur: ‘ ergo Cesar est'. 

Tunc declarat quid sit accidentalis subpositio: est acceptio termini communis pro his 
pro qui bus exigit adiunctum, ut 'homo currit' subponit pro presentibus 3 , ‘ homo cucurrit' 
pro preteritis, ‘ homo cur ret' pro futuris. 

Et nota, quod visum est superius, quod cum dicitur: ‘ homo currit' , cum 'homo' ubicumque 
ponatur suum significatum subponat et 'homo' non significet magis presentes quam 
futuros vel preteritos, ideo hie non subponit solum pro presentibus. Sed tamen hoc est 
verum. Et ita intelligit actor quod significatur stare pro presentibus, idest pro illis 
reddit locutionem veram, et cum hoc non excludit quin stet pro aliis. Similiter hie: 

‘homo (cu)currit' et similiter in futuro. 

Deinde dividit accidentalem subpositionem, dicens quod accidentalium subpositionum 
alia simplex, alia personalis. Et declarat membra. Et primo quid sit simplex. Et dicit 
quod simplex subpositio est acceptio termini communis pro re universali significata per 
ipsum, ut ‘ homo est species' vel ‘ animal est genus' , et sic de aliis. Unde (notandum) 4 , 
ut meliores dicunt, quod terminus habet simplicem subpositionem quando scat pro in- 
tentione que est in anima. Nam res non habet nisi duplex esse, scilicet in anima et in re 
extra. Et quando stat pro esse quod habet in anima, tunc est subpositio simplex, ut 
‘ homo est species' . Similiter dicitur personalis quando stat terminus pro re extra, ut ‘ homo 
currit'. Unde si dicatur: l Sor est individuum' potest dici quod ibi habeat simplicem sub¬ 
positionem, cum stet pro intentione que est in anima. Et tu arguis quod quando aliqua 
duo ex opposito distinguuntur, inpossibile est quod illud quod continetur sub uno 
contineatur sub alio. Et subpositio dividitur per communem et discretam, et sic illud 
quod continetur sub communi non poterit contineri sub discreta. Sed simplex continetur 
sub communi quia sub accidentali. Ergo non continetur sub discreta. Dicendum sustinendo 
quod dictum est quod si dicatur: ‘Sor est individuum' , ibi est simplex subpositio. Nam 
sicut accidentalis dividitur per simplicem et personalem, ita subpositio discreta potest 
dividi in simplicem, ut 'Sor est individuum' , et personalem, ut 'Sor currit '. 

Et ad argumenta dicendum quod prima divisio per communem et discretam non est data 
ex parte rei, sed potius ex parte vocis. Et ideo quantum ad illud penes quod dividitur 
illud quod continetur sub uno, non continetur sub alio. Et ita quia penes res non dividun- 
tur, potest ista diviso per simplicem et personalem utrique competere tarn communi 
quam discrete. 
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Deinde divid.it simplicem subpositionem, dicens quod simplicis subpositionis alia est 
termini communis positi in subiecto, ut ‘homo est species', ‘ animal est genus', et sic de aliis; 
alia est termini communis positi in predicato affirmato, ut ‘ omnis homo est animal' . Vult 
actor quod ‘ animal' habeat ibi simplicem subpositionem. Quod tamen non est verum, 
ut statim videbitur. Alia est termini communis positi post dictionem exceptivam, ut 
‘omne animal preter hominem est irrationale' . <Ibi vult actor simpliciter quod ‘ hominem' 
habeat simplicem subpositionem. Et probat istud membrum, scilicet quod le ‘ hominem' 
habeat simplicem subpositionem. Nam non sequitur: 4 omne animal preter hominem est 
irrationale ) x ; ergo omne animal preter hunc hominem'. Sed est ibi procesus a simplici ad 
personalem, sicut hie: 4 homo est species ; ergo aliquis homo'. 

Dicendum breviter quod cum dicitur sic: 4 omne animal preter hominem est irrationale', 
le ‘ hominem' non habet simplicem subpositionem quia non stat pro intentione que est in 
anima. Et ad argumentum actoris dicendum quod verum est quod non sequitur: ‘ omne 
animal preter hominem est irrationale ; ergo preter hunc hominem', sed non est huius causa quod 
procedatur a simplici ad personalem, sed quia proceditur a maiori subpositioni ad mino- 
rem, quia cum dicitur: ‘ preter hominem' (non restringitur, sed cum dicitur ‘ preter hunc 
hominem ') 2 iam habet minorem subpositionem, quia habet restrictam. 

Deinde probat actor secundum membrum, scilicet quod terminus communis positus in 
predicato affirmato habeat simplicem subpositionem. Nam cum dicitur ita: ‘ omnium 
oppositorum eadem est disciplina' , dicit actor quod hec propositio est falsa nisi iste terminus 
‘ disciplina' simplicem haberet subpositionem, quia non est aliqua particularis disciplina 3 | 
2 ^ra que sit omnium oppositorum, nam medicina est (solum) sani et egri, et si(c> de aliis. 
Ita dicit actor. Sed tamen dicendum cum dicitur: omnium oppositorum eadem est disciplina', 
ibi ‘ disciplina' habet personalem subpositionem, et ‘ omnis homo est animal', ibi 
4 animal' habet personalem subpositionem et non simplicem. Et sic de consimilibus. 
Probatio quod 4 omnis homo est animal' , ibi 4 animal' habeat personalem. Nam cum dicitur: 

4 omnis homo est animal', planum est quod le 4 homo' habet personalem. Ergo le 4 animal' 
oportet quod habeat, quia aliter propositio esset falsa. Nam homo non est animal prout 
est genus, sed prout est res extra. Et sic subponet pro re extra. Quare habebit personalem 
subpositionem. Item. Si le 4 animal' cum dicimus hie: 4 omnis homo est animal' vel in 
consimilibus haberet simplicem subpositionem, sequeretur quod in omni bono sillo- 
gismo in primo modo prime figure esset fallacia accidentis ex variatione medii. Quod est 
falsum. Nam dicendo 4 omne animal est substantia' ibi le 4 animal' habet personalem et si in 
predicato in minori dicendo 4 omnis homo est animal' haberet simplicem, esset variatio 
medii et fallacia accidentis. Et hoc est falsum. Quare manifestum est quod terminus 
communis positus in predicato affirmato habet personalem subpositionem et non sim¬ 
plicem. 

Preterea. Eandem suppositionem habet terminus in convertente et in conversa. Et 
universalis affirmativa convertitur in particularem, ut vult Aristotiles in libro Priorum, 
ut 4 omnis homo est animal; ergo quoddam animal est homo' . Sed manifestum est quod in ista 
particulari hoc quod est 4 animal' habet personalem subpositionem. Ergo prima habebat 
personalem in illo predicato affirmato. (Et hoc est verum quod terminus communis 
positus in predicato affirmato)* non habet simplicem subpositionem accipiendo 4 simplicem' 
prout terminus subponit pro intentione que est in anima. 
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Sed alii accipiunt aliter ‘ simplicem subpositionem* et dicunt quod quando terminus 
communis stat pro natura communi et non pro aliquo subposito determinate, sed pro 
natura communi que tantum habet esse in subpositis, tunc habet simplicem. Et sic acci- 
piendo ‘ simplicem ’ verum est quod terminus communis in predicato affirmato positus 
habet simplicem. Sed sic non dicimus proprie simplicem, sed quando stat pio intentione 
que est in anima. Et sic loquendo non habet simplicem. Et cum dicitur quod non 
sequitur: ‘ omnis homo est animal; ergo hoc animal\ concedo. Sed non est causa, ut dictum 
est, quod sit processus a simplici ad personalem sed a maiori subpositione ad minorem. 

Et ad aliud quando actor dicit quod cum dicitur: ‘ omnium oppositorum est eadem disciplina', 
quod hec esset falsa <ni)si hoc quod est ‘ disciplina' haberet simplicem subpositionem 
dicendum quod immo (est vera et non habet simplicem, immo) 1 habet personalem etnon 
est sensus, ut actor dicit, quod aliqua particularis una sit omnium oppositorum, quia le 
‘disciplina ’ licet stet pro particularibus disciplinis, non stat tamen pro una particulari 
disciplina determinate. Sed est sensus ‘ oppositorum eadem est disciplina' (sic: sani et egri 
eadem est disciplina) 2 , ut medicina; et congrui et incongrui, ut gramatica, et sic de aliis. 
Consequenter diffinit personalem. Et dicit quod personalis subpositio est acceptio ter¬ 
mini communis pro suis inferioribus, ut ‘ homo currit'. Et statim dividit istam (et dicit 
quod personalis dividitur per determinatam et confusam. Tunc declarat que sit determi- 
nata et dicit quod determinata dicitur quam habet terminus communis sumptus)^ 
indefinite vel cum signo particulari, ut ‘homo currit' vel l quidam homo currit' . Et vides 
quod dicitur subpositio determinata quando potest reddere locutionem veram determinate 
pro uno vel pro pluribus, ut ‘ homo currit'. Unde ipse statim declarat diffinitionem deter¬ 
minate subpositionis, scilicet quod terminus indefinite sumptus vel cum signo particulari 
habeat determinatam. Unde dicit quod in istis: ‘ homo currit' > ‘ quidam homo currit' et sic de 
aliis le ‘ homo' subponit tarn pro currentibus quam non currentibus, tamen reddit locutio¬ 
nem veram pro currente. Nam aliud est subponere, aliud est locutionem veram reddere. 
Ut patet quia ibi ‘ homo currit' pro omnibus hominibus subponit, sed solum pro currente 
reddit locutionem veram. 

Consequenter probat actor per aliam rationem quod terminus indefinite sumptus habeat 
determinatam subpositionem, quia, ut dicit actor, si dicatur: ‘ animal est Sor\ ‘ animal est 
Plato' et sic de singulis, non sequitur: ‘ ergo animal est omnis homo' immo est ibi fallacia 
dictionis procedendo a pluribus determinatis ad unam determinatam in conclusione. 
Et sic le ‘ animaV habet determinatam subpositionem. Et est terminus indefinite sumptus. 
Ergo sumptus indefinite habet determinatam subpositionem. 

In hoc terminatur sententia lectionis. 


( Questiones ) 

Circa hanc lectionem plura sunt querenda. Est querendum de virtute huius propositionis 
‘homo est species'. 

(Utrum quiditas vel habens quiditatem nomine ‘ hominis' signijicetur ) 

2 3 rb Et primo queritur quid significetur nomine 1 hominis' f utrum quiditas | vel habens quidi¬ 
tatem. Et sic de quolibet alio nomine aggregati. Et arguitur quod illud quod significatur 
nomine ‘ hominis' non sit quiditas tantum. Nam quicquid significatur nomine ‘ humanitatis', 
significatur nomine ‘ hominis' et plus. Cuius declaratio est .quia ‘homo’ predicatur de 

1 Supplied from the other MSS. 

2 Supplied from the other MSS. 

2 Supplied from the other MSS. 


148 



subpositis, ‘ humanitas ’ autem non. Hoc autem non esset <ni)si plus significaretur (no¬ 
mine) ‘ hominis ’ quam ‘ humanita(ti)s’ . Sed non significatur plus nisi habens humanitatem. 
Ergo nomine ‘hominis’ significatur quiditas et habens quiditatem. 

Preterea. ‘Homo’ et ‘ humanitas ’ sunt sicut concretum et abstractum. Quod patet. Nam in 
genere substantie concretum de subpositis predicatur, abstractum vero (non). Et sic se 
habent ‘homo’ et ‘humanitas’ quod ‘homo’ predicatur de subpositis, ‘ humanitas’ non. Et ita 
‘homo’ est concretum. Sed concretum significat plus quam abstractum. Quare patet quod 
nomine ‘ hominis’ significatur quiditas et habens quiditatem. 

In oppositum arguitur. Diffinitum et diffinitio idem significant. Sed partes diffinitionis 
sunt forme, ut dicitur Sexto Methaphysice. Nunc autem habens quiditatem non est 
forma neque pars forme, sed subpositum. Quare videtur quod nomine ‘hominis’ non 
significetur habens quiditatem. Preterea. Quod significatur nomine est unum per se: 
aliter ex partibus diffinitionibus non faceret unum vere. Sed ex subposito et quiditate 
non fit unum per se. Nam subpositum est extra intellectum quiditatis. Ergo videtur 
quod ‘homo’ non significet habens quiditatem. 

Dicunt quidam quod idem significatur nomine ‘ hominis ’ et ‘ humanitatis’, sed aliter et 
aliter, quia nomine * hominis ’ significatur quiditas prout est in subpositis, sed nomine 
‘ humanitatis’ cum intentione ad subposita. Sed hoc non videtur esse verum, quia qui 
intelligit aliter quam sit in re, falsum intelligit. Similiter significans modo opposito quam 
competat nature, falsum significat. Ideo cum humanitas non habeat esse nisi in subpositis, 
non potest cum precisione subpositorum significari nisi falso modo. Et tamen non est 
dicere quod humanitas falso modo significetur, dicendo ‘ hec humanitas ; (ergo) etc.’ 
Unde si diceretur quod ‘humanitas’ significat humanitatem nonnisi in suppositis, non 
tamen per modum qui repugnet esse in subpositis, verum esset. Sed tunc non posset dari 
causa quare ‘ humanitas ’ de subiecto non predicatur. Quare patet quod non bene dicerent 
quod ‘homo’ et ‘ humanitas’ idem significant sed aliter et aliter. 

Et ideo dicendum quod ‘ humanitas ’ solum quiditatem significat, sed ‘homo’ plus 
significat quam ‘habens humanitatem’ . Ad cuius evidentiam intelligendum quod in separatis 
a materia non differt ‘quiditas’ et ‘ quod quid est’, idest ‘ habens quiditatem’ . Nam(ad)omne 
illud ad quod pertinet quiditas, pertinet quod quid est, quia in eis non est materia. Et ideo 
dicit Philosophus Septimo Methaphysice quod in separatis a materia unumquodque est illud 
quod est per essentiam suam. Unde in ill is concretum de abstracto predicatur, ut 
‘intellectus est intellectualitas’ . In habentibus autem materiam differt quiditas et quod quid est 
propter diversitatem materie ad formam. Nam ad aliquid pertinet quod quid est ad quod 
non pertinet quiditas. Nam quod quid est pertinet ad subpositum et de subposito predi¬ 
catur, quiditas autem non. Et sic patet (quod) quod quid est includit subpositum. Preterea. 
Homo est concretum substantie, humanitas est abstractum. Ergo cum concretum significet 
plus quam suum abstractum et hoc non est nisi habens quiditatem, manifestum est quod 
‘homo’ non significat solum quiditatem sed habens quiditatem. 

Hiis visis dicendum ad argumenta. Ad primum, cum dicit quod idem significat nomen 
quod diffinitio, verum est. (Cum) arguis quod diffinitio non significet nisi habens quidi¬ 
tatem, dico quod ymo. Et (cum) tu probas quod non, quia dicitur Septimo Mathephysice 
quod partes diffinitionis sunt forme, dicendum quod intelligit quod sunt forme, idest 
habent modum forme, quia sicut forma dat esse, ita partes diffinitionis, que sunt genus et 
differentia, dant esse suis inferioribus. 

Ad aliud dicendum quod ex quiditate et habente quiditatem 1 fit unum per essentiam sicut 
1 ex humanitate et quiditate T. 
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ex materia et forma. Nam habens quiditatem non habet aliquid in actu preter quiditatem. 
Et licet habens humanitatem non sit de intellectu quiditatis, ex hoc non arguitur quin 
fiat unum per essentiam es illis. Na, ‘ rationale’ extra intellectum ‘ animalis’ est, tamen 
ex animali et rationali fit unum per esse(ntiam), ut homo. 

(De virtute istius propositions ‘homo est species *) 

Queritur de virtute istius propositionis: ‘ homo est species’. Et videtur quod sit falsa, nam 
simplex de composito non predicatur. Sed species est quid simplex, homo vero com- 
positum. Ergo hec est falsa: ‘ homo est species’. Item. Abstractum sive separatum non potest 
de separato vere affirmative predicari. Sed species est separatum ab homine, quia est in 
anima, homo autem in re extra. Quare patet quod hec est falsa: ‘Aomo est species’. 

Sed contra. Probatio quod sit vera. De quocumque predicatur diffinitio, et diffinitum. 
Sed diffinitio speciei 1 que est: quod predicatur 1 de pluribus differentibus numero f predicatur 
2 3 va de homine, nam | homo potest predicari de pluribus differentibus numero. Ergo species 
potest predicari de pluribus differentibus numero, <quia> de homine. Quare ilia est 
vera: ‘ homo est species’. 

Ad hanc questionem dicendum quod intellectus noster est virtus passiva. Ideo oportet 
quod ab aliquo extrinseco moveatur ad intelligendum. Nunc autem res sunt que se 
faciunt intelligi per sui speciem. Et sic per species rerum intellectus redditur actu 
intelligens. Nam res intellecte non sunt in anima, sed species rerum. Et hoc est quod 
dicit Philosophus Tertio De anima quod lapis non est in anima sed species lapidis. Et 
preterea. Patet quod res non sit in anima. Nam sicut dicit (Philosophus) Tertio De anima 
quod sicut se habet sensus ad sensibile, ita intellectus ad intelligibile. Nunc autem color 
non est in oculo, sed species coloris. Ergo nec intelligibile est in intellectu, sed species 
intelligibilis. Ex his iam patet quod species se habet ad intellectum non secundum quod 
intellectum est proprie, sed sicut intellectus redditur intelligens. Et hec species vocatur 
similitudo rerum. Et hec de re non predicatur. Nam hec est falsa: ‘ res est similitudo sua ’; 
nam separatum non predicatur de separato. Et de ilia male quidem diceretur *homo est 
species’ , quia homo non est similitudo sua. Alio modo dicitur species que predicatur de 
pluribus differentibus numero in eo quod quid. Et ita species in re, ut res ipsa ab intel¬ 
lectu concipitur. Nam cum sit in ipsa natura humana reperire ut intelligatur per speciem 
que est in anima; cum consideret istam speciem et consideret talem naturam que solet 
reperiri in subpositis per materiam differentibus, illi rei sic intellecte tribuit rationem 
speciei; et sic de aliis suo modo. Et sic patet quod species ab anima facta est ab ipsa re. 
Et ideo de ipsa predicatur dicendo ‘ homo est species’. <Et sic patet quod ipsa est vera: 
*homo est species’ >. Et hoc est quod dicit Averois supra Primum De anima quod intellectus 
agens facit universalitatem in rebus, et hocest: rei intellecte ab anima tribuit intellectus 
esse speciem vel genus, et sic de aliis. Et intelligit quod species non est quid simplex, 
ymo est agregatum ex re subiecta et intentione. Et ideo de re potest predicari suo modo, 
sicut accidens concretum de subiecto. Ulterius nota quod sicut natura rei que est in 
particularibus, ut homo est in intellectu non intelligendo particularia, sic esse speciem 
competit <r)ei que est in particularibus, non tamen secundum quod est in particularibus. 
Et ita patet quod ista est vera: ‘ homo est species’ et quo modo verificatur. 

Ad ilia que probant quod sit falsa, dicendum. Ad primum. Cum dicitur: “simplex de 
composito non predicatur”, concedo. Unde visum est quod species prout est similitudo 
rei que est in anima, non predicatur. Sed prout predicatur quid compositum est, ut 

1 subponitur predicari T 
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visum est iam. Et res extra; subiecta tamen intentioni. Ad aliud similiter patet solutio 
quod non predicatur separatum de separato, quia ilia similitudo que separata est non 
predicatur, sed res predicatur ut patuit. Et res ista non est separata. 

Et hec sufficiant. 


LECTIO TERTIA 

Confusa subpositio etc. Superius actor declaravit unum membrum personalis sub- 
positionis, scilicet de determinata subpositione. Hie prosequitur de alio membro, idest 
de confusa. Et habet duas. Primo diffinit, secundo dividit. Secunda: Item. Confusarum. 
Hec secunda in duas. Primo dividit et declarat membra. Secundo reprobat alterum 
membrum divisionis. Secunda: Sed ergo credo. Prima in duas. Primo facit quod dictum est. 
Secundo removet dubium sive solvit quamdam contrarietatem que videtur sequi ex 
dictis. Secunda: Sed ne videatur oppositum. Prima in duas. Primo dividit confusam sub- 
positionem. Secundo assignat differentiam inter membra innuendo aliam divisionem 
confuse subpositionis. Secunda: Unde iste terminus ‘homo*. Hec sit divisio 1 . 

In prima parte diffinit confusam subpositionem. Et dicit quod confusa subpositio est 
acceptio termini communis pro pluribus mediante signo universali. Et glosa pro pluribus 
idest pro omnibus contentis sub termino, ut ‘ omnis homo est animal*: ibi ‘homo* stat pro 
quolibet subposito mediante illo signo ‘omnis*. 

Consequenter dividit confusam subpositionem. Et dicit quod confusarum alia est confusa 
necessitate signi vel modi (idem est signum et modus t nam ‘omnis* est signum et modus, idest 
determinatio); alia est confusa [non] necessitate rei. Et declarat membra. (Ut cum 
dicitur: ‘omnis homo est animal*) 2 iste terminus ‘homo* necessitate huius signi ‘omnis* 
confunditur, idest distribuitur, pro quolibet suo supposito. Similiter cum unicuique 
homini sua insit animalitas, necessitate rei iste terminus ‘animal* confunditur pro 
tot animalibus pro quot hominibus ‘homo*. (Similiter cum unicuique homini sua insit 
essentia, necessitate rei iste terminus ‘est* confunditur pro tot essentiis pro 
quot hominibus ‘homo*)*. Et sic declaravit membra. Consequenter ipse assignat 
differentiam inter membra innuendo aliam divisionem confuse subpositionis. Et dicit 
quod hie: ‘omnis homo est animal* iste terminus ‘homo* dicitur subponere confuse et 
mobiliter et distributive, confuse et distributive quia tenetur pro quolibet homine, 
sed mobiliter pro tanto quia licet facere descensum, ut ‘omnis homo; ergo Sot; ergo 
Plato , et sic de singulis*. Dicitur iste terminus ‘ animal ’ teneri distributive et confuse, 
quia stat pro subpositis, sed non mobiliter, immo bene inmobiliter quia non licet 
fieri descensum sub eo. Nam non sequitur: ‘ omnis homo est animal*; ergo hoc animal*. 

| Sed est ibi processus a simplici ad personalem, sicut hie: ‘homo est dignissima creatura- 
rum; ergo aliquis homo*, vel: ‘rosa est pulcherrima Jlorum; ergo aliqua rosa*. Sed pro tanto 
differunt quia in istis est simplex suppositio a parte subiecti, sed in ilia: ‘omnis homo est 
animal* a parte predicati. Et ita innuit hie actor unam divisionem quam postea destruet 
quod confusarum subpositionum alia est confusa inmobilis, alia mobilis. 

Sed videtis quod actor dicit hie quod superius dixerat, scilicet quod hie: ‘omnis homo est 
animal* ‘animal* habet simplicem subpositionem, cuius oppositum superius est probatum 
et est verum. Similiter hie actor innuit quod hie: ‘homo est dignissima creaturarum *, 

1 The MSS Bordeaux 999, Vat. Lat. 3022, and Madrid 1070 have: Hec est divisio lectionis usque ad 
illam partem: Sed ego credo. Et ibi terminetur lectio nostra. Avignon 1077 has: Hec est divisio 
lectionis. 

2 Supplied from the other MSS. 

3 Supplied from the other MSS. 



l homo' habet simplicem subpositionem. Et hoc similitei est falsum. Si verum est illud 
quod superius est dictum, scilicet quod terminus habeat 1 simplicem subpositionem 
quando stat pro esse quod est in anima. Nam hie: ‘homo est dignissima creaturarum 
‘homo' non stat pro esse quod habet in anima, sed pro esse quod habet in re extra. Et hoc 
patet per expositorem supra librum Periarmenias, qui dicit quod nature humane accepte 
ab intellectu competit aliquod predicatum non pro esse quod habet in anima, sed in re 
extra, sicut hie: ‘homo (est) dignissima creaturarum' illud predicatum competit nature 
humane apprehense ab intellectu tantum 2 pro esse quod habet in re extra. Quare patet 
quod non habet simplicem suppositionem sed personalem. Nam possumus dicere : ‘ homo est 
dignissima creaturarum; ergo aliquis homo'. Nam sensus istius propositionis est quod non 
est aliquis homo quin sit nobilior aliis creaturis omnibus. Nam dicit Aristotiles Tertio 
Topicorum quod si optimus homo est melior optimo equo, et simpliciter 3 homo est 
melior equo, quia dicit ibidem quod in unoquoque <genere> est reperire unam per- 
fectionem. Sed perfectio est nobilior in homine quam in aliis creaturis, quia habet 
animam intellectivam. Et ideo homo est nobilior omnibus aliis creaturis. Et sic patet 
quod ‘homo' habet hie personalem suppositionem. Similiter hie: ‘rosa est pulcherrima 
Jlorum' , (quod ‘rosa' habet personalem suppositionem. Et sequitur ‘ rosa est pulcherrima 
Jlorum )4; ergo aliqua rosa'. Nam sensus est quod non est aliqua rosa quin sit pulcrior 
aliis floribus, et stat ibi ‘ rosa' pro esse quod habet in re extra et non in anima. Et sic 
habet personalem suppositionem et non simplicem. 

Consequenter actor removet dubium seu quandam contrarietatem incidentem ex 
predictis. Nam dixit modo actor quod cum dicitur: ‘ omnis homo est animal' , le ‘ animal' 
habet simplicem subpositionem. Et superius in principio lectionis dixit quod habebat 
confusam. Et iste due sunt opposite et non possunt stare in eodem. Nam confusa sub 
personali continetur et personalis et simplex sunt opposite. Ergo videtur quod sint duo 
opposita in eodem cum dicitur: ‘ omnis homo est animal' si le ‘ animal' habet simplicem et 
confusam. Ad hoc ipse solvit. Et dicit quod le ‘ animal' potest dupliciter considerari. 
Uno modo secundum quod stat pro natura generis in communi. Et sic simplicem habet. 
Alio modo secundum quod ista natura iam multiplicatur per subposita, et sic habet con¬ 
fusam et non mobilem sed inmobilem. Unde dicit actor quod confusa et inmobilis bene 
potest stare cum simplici secundum diversa, idest secundum diversos respectus. Sed 
confusa mobilis (non) potest stare cum simplici nec secundum idem nec secundum diversa, 
idest nec uno respectu nec diversis respectibus. Et ita solvit actor. Tamen secundum 
veritatem iam videtis quod le ‘ animal' non habet simplicem subpositionem, ymo 
personalem, et non confusam, ut dicetur inferius ab actore, ymo habet bene deter- 
minatam. 


(Questiones) 

Circa hanc lectionem potest queri de precedenti lectione, quia actor dixit quod non 
sequitur: ‘ animal est Sor , animal est Plato et sic de aliis; ergo animal est omnis homo's , sed est 
processus a pluribus determinatis subpositionibus ad unam determinatam. Et ideo possunt 
hie duo queri. Primum, utrum processus a pluribus determinatis ad unam determinatam 
faciat fallaciam figure dictionis. Secundum de virtute huius: ‘ animal est omnis homo ’, 
quam negat actor. De primo queretur in fallacia figure dictionis. Sed de secundo queritur 
hie: 

1 habebat T. 2 tamen MSS. 3 similiter T. 

4 Supplied from the other MSS. 

5 omnis homo est animal T. 
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Utrum ( hec) sit vera: * animal est omnis homo’ 

Et primo arguitur quod sit falsa 1 , per Aristotilem libro Periarmenias. Qui dicit quod nulla 
est ilia in qua universale sumptum universaliter predicatur; et glosatur: nulla est, idest 
falsa. Sed hie est in predicto, dicendo: ‘ animal est omnis homo’. Quare videtur esse falsa. 
Preterea. Arguitur sic: ‘ animal est omnis homo’ ; nullum animal est omnis homo ’; ergo animal 
non est animal’. Conclusio est falsa et inpossibilis. Ergo aliqua premissarum. Non minor; 
quod patet per inductionem in singulis, quia asinus non est omnis homo et homo non 
est omnis homo. Quare maior est falsa; scilicet ista: ‘ animal est omnis homo’. Preterea. 
Sequitur ‘ animal est omnis homo; ergo aliquod animal est omnis homo’ et si aliquod animal est 
omnis homo, ergo Sor vel Plato est omnis homo. Sed hoc est falsum. Ergo et prima, 
scilicet hec: ‘atiimal est omnis homo’. In oppositum arguitur sic. Hec est vera: | ‘ omnis 
homo est animal’, ergo est hec: ‘ animal est omnis homo’, nam significatum termini non 
mutatur neque modus significandi per hoc quod ponitur in subiecto vel predicato. 

Et sic videtur quod sit vera. 

Ad istam questionem dicendum quod simpliciter est vera. Nam sicut animal competit 
homini pro quolibet subposito hominis, sic homo pro quolibet subposito competit 
animali pro (quibusdam suis subpositis) 2 3 . Et ideo sicut ista est vera: ‘ omnis homo est 
animal’, ita et ista: ‘ animal est omnis homo’ et qui dubitat de una, dubitat de alia. Unde *. 
sequitur: ‘ animal est omnis homo; ergo animal est Sor, ergo animal est Plato , et sic de aliis. 
Quare simpliciter^ prima est vera, scilicet hec: ‘ animal est omnis homo’. Et hoc intelligas 
posito quod le ‘ omnis ’ 4 5 teneatur distributive. Nam si teneatur collective, manifeste 
esset falsa. 

Ad argumenta que probant ipsam esse falsam dicendum. Et primo ad primum. Quando 
dicit Philosophus quod ilia est nulla in qua universale sumptum universaliter predicatur, 
dicendum quod ipse intelligit quando predicatum est in plus quam subiectum, ut ‘ homo 
est omne animal’. Sed si predicatum non sit in plus, bene est vera. Unde etiam ista est vera: 

‘ homo est omnis homo’ et sic de consimilibus. 

Ad aliud. Cum arguis per sillogismum ex oppositis: animal est omnis homo; nullum 

animal est omnis homo; ergo animal non est animal’, (conclusio est falsa”, concedo; “ergo 
aliqua premissarum”, et etiam concedo; et tu dicis: “ergo non minor, scilicet ista: 

‘ nullum animal est omnis homo’)*; dico quod ymo minor est falsa, hec scilicet: ‘ nullum 
animal est omnis homo’. Et tu probas per inductionem; dico quod tu non probas 
sufficienter, immo arguis ab insufficient!. Nam debes inducere: ‘ homo non est omnis 
homo’. Et tunc est falsa. Nam visum est quod hec est vera: ‘ homo est omnis homo’. Et sic 
patet quod hec est falsa: ‘ nullum animal est omnis homo’. 

Ad aliud patet solutio. Cum dicis: sequitur ‘ animal est omnis homo; ergo aliquod animal est 
omnis homo’, concedo; et si: aliquod animal est omnis homo; ergo Sor vel Plato et sic 
de aliis, certe verum est sub disiunctione quod est vera: ‘ ergo Sor vel Plato sub disiunctione 
est omnis homo’; sed non sequitur: ‘ ergo Sor est omnis homo’, (sed sub disiunctione bene 
sequitur: ‘ ergo Sor vel Plato, et sic de aliis est omnis homo’) 6 . Et sic patet quod est vera: 

‘animal est omnis homo’. 


1 fallacia T. 

2 rasura in T supplied from the other MSS. 

3 similiter T. 

4 animal T 

5 Supplied from the other MSS. 

6 Supplied from the other MSS. 



LECTIO QUARTA 

Sed ego credo etc. Superius actor posuit unam divisionem confuse subpositionis. Hie 
destruit illam divisionem quantum ad alterum membrum. Et dividitur in duas. Primo 
destruit illud membrum per quatuor rationes. Secundo solvit ad rationem per quam ipsi 
movebantur. Secunda: Causa autem 1 . Prima in quatuor secundum quatuor rationes. Se- 
cunda: Item. Hoc idem videtur. Tertia: Item. Totum universale. Quarta: Item. Comparatio ilia. 
Prima in duas. Primo enim declarat minorem. Secundo ponit maiorem. Secunda: Sed 
natura generis. Hec est divisio lectionis intra. 

Ad (primam) partem sic procedit. Dixit superius quod cum dicitur: * omnis homo est 
animal 1 , iste terminus ‘ animal 1 habet confusam subpositionem inmobilem. Modo destruit 
hoc et dicit actor quod 2 non credit quod terminus in predicate 3 positus habeat confusam 
subpositionem mobilem nec inmobilem. Et probat hoc per quatuor rationes. Prima est 
talis. Natura generis multiplicata mobiliter vel inmobiliter non est genus. Sed cum 
dicitur: ‘ omnis homo est animal 1 * , ibi predicatur genus. Ergo non potest confundi mobiliter 
vel inmobiliter. Et sic ille terminus ‘ animal 1 non habet confusam subpositionem mobilem 
nec inmobilem. In hac ratione sic procedit quod primo declarat minorem, scilicet hanc 
quod: 1 omnis homo est animal 1 predicatur genus. Nam, ut dicit Porphirius, omne quod de 
alio predicatur, aut est maius aut minus aut equale. Sed hie: 4 omnis homo est animal 1 non 
predicatur equale. Ergo maius. Sed non accidentale. Ergo essentiale. Ergo genus vel 
differentia. Sed non predicatur ibi differentia. Ergo genus. Sed postea ponit maiorem, 
quando dicit: Sed* natura generis etc. Consequenter probat actor per secundam que* 
non differt a prima nisi quia alio modo probat minorem. Unde similiter formabitis 
rationem: natura generis multiplicata mobiliter vel inmobiliter non est genus; sed omnis 
homo est animal; ibi predicatur genus; ergo non potest multiplicari 6 7 ; mobiliter vel 
inmobiliter. Et minorem declarat in littera alio modo quam prius, scilicet quod hie 
predicatur genus. Quia, ut vult Aristotiles in Primo Topicorum, omne quod de alio 
predicatur aut predicatur conversim, aut non conversim. Si conversim, aut est diffinitio, 
aut proprium. Si non conversim?, aut cadit in diffinitione, aut non. Sinon, sicestaccidens. 
Si sic, aut est genus vel differentia. Sed ‘ omnis homo est animal 1 ibi non predicatur differen¬ 
tia. Ergo genus. Et sic minor est declarata. Et vide quod verum est quod ibi 4 animal 1 non 
habet confusam subpositionem nec mobilem nec inmobilem, quia, ut dicet actor inferius, 
et bene omnis confusa subpositio est necessitate signi. Et signum positum a parte subiecti 
non potest distribuere terminum (positum) a parte predicati. Non enim potest attingere 
predicatum; de signo intelligas affirmativo. Nam signum | universale negativum bene 
distribuit predicatum virtute negationis. Sed cum actor dicit quod natura generis 
multiplicata mobiliter vel inmobiliter non est genus, si ipse intelligat de natura generis 
prout est intentio que est in anima, sic verum est quod (non) multiplicatur per subposita. 
Sed natura generis prout est res, ut animal , bene multiplicatur per subposita, quia in 
subpositis habet esse. 

Consequenter probat per aliam rationem quod ‘ omnis homo est animal 1 , ibi iste terminus 

1 The other MSS. add: ubi lectio terminatur. 

2 quod actor T 

3 questione T 

* si T 

3 quod T 

6 predicari T 

7 est proprium T 



‘ animal' non habeat confusam mobiliter neque inmobiliter. Totum in quantitate et 
totum universale <ex opposita distinguuntur. Et est totum in quantitate) 1 duplex, ut 
dicit actor. Est enim quoddam totum in quantitate completum et perfectum, ut quando 
terminus confunditur mobiliter. Est ?.liud incompletum, ut quando confunditur in¬ 
mobiliter. Et sive sit completum sive incompletum, est oppositum toti universale, ut 
vult actor. Et duo opposita non possunt stare in eodem. Sed hie: 1 omnis homo est animal ', 
animal est totum universale, cum sit genus. Et sic non est totum in quantitate. Et ita 
non confunditur mobiliter nec inmobiliter, quia si mobiliter confunderetur, totum in 
quantitate perfectum esset. Si vero inmobiliter, esset totum in quantitate incompletum. 
Sed nullum istorum potest esse. Ergo 2 etc. 

Sed in hoc quod dicit actor quod est quoddam totum in quantitate incompletum et 
inperfectum, non bene dicit. Nam omne totum in quantitate perfectum est et completum, 
quia totum in quantitate est totum universale (sumptum) universaliter, idest terminus 
communis cum signo universali. Et ita est ibi dici de omni. Sed, ut dicit Aristotiles libro 
Priorum, dici de omni est quando nichil est sumere sub subiecto de quo non dicatur 
predicatum. Ergo oportet quod omne totum in quantitate sit perfectum et completum. 
Et semper signum universale quidquid distribuit, mobiliter distribuit. Unde omnes iste 
sunt false de virtute locutionis: ‘ omnis mulier timet in partu et ‘ omnis homo timet in man . 
Et sic patet quod omne totum in quantitate completum et perfectum est. 

Consequenter ponit quartam 3 rationem ad probandum quod le ‘ animal' non habet con¬ 
fusam mobiliter neque inmobiliter. Et dicit quod comparatio ilia secundum <quam> 
inferiora reducuntur ad superius diversa est ab ilia secundum quam superius 4 5 reducitur ad 
inferiora*. Et ita cum sint diverse comparationes, non poterunt simul esse in eodem. Sed 
in hac: ‘ omnis homo est animal' ‘animal' stat ibi in comparatione prima, scilicet prout 
inferiora 6 7 reducuntur in superius, nam stat pro natura in communi. Ergo non stabit in 
secunda comparatione, scilicet prout superius reducitur in inferiora, idest multiplicatur 
per ea. Et sic patet quod non poterit multiplicari iste terminus 1 animal' in hac: ‘ omnis 
homo est animal' . Quare non habebit confusam subpositionem mobiliter nec inmobiliter. 
<Et ista argumenta concedimus. Dicit actor et verum dicit: quod ‘ animal' non confundi¬ 
tur mobiliter nec inmobiliter)?. Et in hoc terminatur sententia lectionis. 

( Questiones > 

(Utrum terminus possit subponere pro voce > 

Queritur utrum terminus possit subponere pro voce, dicendo ‘ homo est vox'. Arguitur 
quod sic, per intentionem Aristotilis in Elenchis. Dicit enim quod album est nomen 
et res et dicit quod nomen est vox. Et ita ‘ album' potest sumi pro voce. Preterea. Dicit 
Philosophus libro Periarmenias quod ‘ cursus' est nomen et ‘ currit' est verbum. Et verbum 
est vox. Ergo etc. In oppositum arguitur. Quandocumque aliquid est indifferens ad 
aliqua plura, ipsum coartatum ad alterum tantum tenetur pro illo ad quod est cohartatum. 
Ergo vox quando sumitur ante inpositionem indifferens ad quodcumque significatum 

1 Supplied from the other MSS. 

2 genus T 

3 quandam T 

4 inferius T 

5 superiora T 

6 superiora T 

7 Supplied from the other MSS. 



representandum <vel> ad seipsam, ipsa coartata ad significatum solum tenebitur pro re 
significata. Et ideo non poterit teneri pro voce. Quare est falsa: ‘ homo est vox’. Et sic de 
similibus. Maior manifesta est. Nam cum ‘ animal’ indifferens sit ad rationale et irrationale, 
quando contrahitur per ‘rationale’, iam removetur ibi differentia ad (ir)rationale. Minor 
patet de se quod vox (ante inpositionem) ad significandum est differens ut accipiatur 
pro voce vel pro significato. Ergo etc. 

Ad hanc questionem dicendum quod de virtute locutionis (terminus non potest sub- 
ponere pro voce, ymo de virtute locutionis) 1 hec est falsa ‘homo est vox’ . Ad hoc declaran- 
dum accipio duas positiones 2 . Quarum prima est quod vox ex quo est inposita ad signi¬ 
ficandum ubicumque ponatur subponit suum significatum. Secunda positio est quod quan¬ 
do aliquod predicatum attribuitur subiecto, si repugnat ei quod per terminum signifi- 
catur, propositio est falsa. Tunc ergo dicendum ‘homo est vox’ per primam positionem 
sensus est: res significata nomine ‘ hominis’ est vox. Sed per secundampositionem, quando 
predicatum repugnat subiecto, est falsa. (Sic ergo patet per quam viam ista propositio 
est falsa. Nam ex quo ratio significandi attributa est voci actualiter et representat suum 
significatum, ex hoc tollitur acceptio pro voce, quia per rationem significandi representat 
aliquid cui ‘vox’ repugnat, scilicet res ipsa. Nam res significata non est vox. Et forte 
aliquis argueret contra hoc. Nam posterior acceptio non debet tollere 3 priorem. Ergo 
cum ante inpositionem vox posset accipi pro seipsa, posterior acceptio, idest pro sig¬ 
nificato, non aufert primam quin adhuc possit accipi pro voce. Dicendum quodimmopotest 
tollere priorem, cum posterior repugnet prime. Ut patet hie. Cum ‘homo’ sit indifferens 
24.™ ad nigrum | et album* antequam sit albus, ipso facto albo non est indifferens ad nigrum. 
Et prior fuit acceptio in homine ut posset accipi pro albo vel pro nigro quam quod esset 
actualiter albus. Et tamen ista acceptio posterior aufert primam, cum sit ei opposita. 
Similiter hoc patet in continuo. Nam continuum (est) in potentia ad divisionem in 
infinitum. Et per posterius ut informatur forma carnis. Et per istam posteriorem accep- 
tionem tollitur prior. Nam continuum licet inquantum continuum sit divisibile in 
infinitum, tamen prout informatur forma carnis, non est possibile dividi in infinitum. 
Nam dicit Philosophus libro Phisicorum quod est dare minimam carnem. Ergo similiter 
in proposito. Cum vox ante inpositionem sit indifferens ad representandum seipsam vel 
aliud extra se, cum ei tributa est ratio significandi ab inponente ad significandum rem 
actualiter pro qua repugnat voci, cum res significata non sit vox, ex hoc est quod prima 
acceptio potest tollis, scilicet quod non potest stare pro voce. Sic erit ista falsa 6 : ‘homo 
est vox ’. 

Sed aliquis forte diceret quod hec est vera ‘homo est vox’ , quia vox non solum se habet in 
ratione signi designantis aliquid extra terminum, sed nominat aggregatum ex voce et 
significatione. Et ita est vera per accidens. Nam attribuitur aggregato pro altera parte 
aggregate Et ita redditur locutio vera per accidens. Sicut patet per Aristotilem Quinto 
Phisicorum ponentem tales propositiones esse veras : ‘homo sanatur’ quia Corax sanatur, et 
‘homo videt’ quia oculus. Et ita diceret aliquis quod ista: ‘ homo est vox’ esset vera per acci¬ 
dens. Sed hoc non potest stare, quia tunc hec esset falsa: ‘homo est animal’ , si aggregatum 
ex voce et significatione predicaretur de alio aggregato ex voce et significato et attri- 

1 Supplied from the other MSS. 

2 propositiones MSS. 

3 intelligere T 

4 nigrum T 

5 copulari T 

6 fallacia T 
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bueretur illi subiecto cum pro altera parte aggregati repugnaret predicatum subiecto, 
scilicet pro voce. Nam hec vox ‘homo' non est hec vox ‘animal'. Et sic esset falsa hec: 

‘ homo est animal'. Et si aliquis dicat quid immo vera per accidens, quia predicatum 
ratione partis verificatur de aggregato, hoc non potest habere veritatem. Nam si hoc 
esset verum, hec propositio redderetur vera: ‘homo albus est homo niger'. Et hoc est falsum. 
Quare patet quod hec est falsa ‘homo est vox' de virtute locutionis, ut visum est. Et 
consimiles, ut ‘homo est dissillahum' et ‘ homo est nomen' , quia de virtute locutionis ter¬ 
minus solum subponit pro illo quod significat et non pro voce nec pro modo significandi. 
Adargumenta dicendum. Quod Aristotiles ponit istas: album' est nomen, et ‘ currit' est 
verbum”, dicendum quod omnes iste de virtute locutionis sunt false, sed de possibilitate 
possunt verificari etc. 

LECTIO QUINTA 

Causa autem etc. Superius actor destruxit per quatuor rationes quamdam divisionem 
datam ab antiquis. Hie removet causam per quam ipsi movebantur quod terminus in 
predicato positus habebat confusam subpositionem inmobilem. Et ostendit quod non 
postest habere mobilem neque inmobilem. Et sic destruxit istam divisionem quam laten- 
ter posuerat, scilicet quod alia est confusa mobilis, alia inmobilis. In hac parte vult remo- 
vere causam per quam ipsi dicebant terminum in predicato positum habere confusam 
subpositionem et ponebant illam divisionem. 

Et pc test dividi in partes tres. Primo repetit causam eorum per quam movebantur. 
Secundo causam destruit. Tertio ex ipsa infert destructionem cuiusdam divisionis 
precedentis. Secunda: Dicimus enim (quod) in hoc. Tertia: Et propter hoc dicemus. Secunda 
istarum dividitur in duas. Primo adducit quoddam simile per quod destruit causam 
eorum. Secundo applicat illud simile ad propositum. Secunda: Similiter in proposito. 
Hec secunda in duas. Primo enim destruit quantum ad istum terminum ‘animal'. Secundo 
quantum ad hoc verbum ‘est' 1 . Secunda: Similiter hoc verbum ‘est '. 

Et ilia pars Propter hoc destruimus dividitur in tres 2 . Primo destruit ilia divisionem. Se¬ 
cundo probat quoddam subpositum. Tertio infert corrolarium. Secundo: Quia humanitas. 
Tertia: Et propter hoc signum sive modus. Hec est divisio. 

Ad primam partem sic procedit. Repetit causam primo per quam dicebant quod ter¬ 
minus in predicato positus haberet confusam subpositionem, ut destruat causam. Et 
dicit quod causa per quam ipsi movebantur facilis est ad solvendum. Et repetit illam 
causam: ipsi dicebant quod cum unicuique homini insit sua animalitas et essentia, 
necessario hoc nomen ‘ animal' tenebitur pro tot animalibus pro quot hominibus ‘homo' 
et similiter hoc verbum ‘est' pro tot essentiis pro quot hominibus ‘homo' . Et ista dicebant 
propter istam causam quia iste terminus ‘ animal' et iste terminus ‘homo' habe(re)nt 
confusam inmobilem subpositionem. Et statim intendit destruere istam causam. Et 
adducit quoddam simile. Et dicit: quod in hoc argumento nulla est apparentia. Et 
intellige: in hoc ar|gumento quod sequitur: ut cum dicimus ‘omnis homo est albus ', 
‘omnis homo est niger' , cum inpossibile sit hominem esse quin sit animal, necesse est quod 
intelligantur tot animalitates quot humanitates, et tamen fatuum esse dicere quod ilia 
multitudo animalitatum sit ibi ex parte istius predicati quod est ‘albus' vel ‘niger'. 
Immo dicit actor quod ‘homo', logice loquendo et non naturaliter, constituitur ex 
‘animali' et ‘rationale. Et sic ‘homo' in se includit ‘animal'. Ad multiplicationem hominis 


1 quantum ad istum terminum homo T 

2 duas T 



sequitur multiplicatio 1 animalitatis, cum dicitur: * omnis homo est albus’. Et ilia multitude) 
animalitatum non est ibi ex parte predicati, sed quia ‘h omo’ in se includit ‘animal’. 

Modo applicat ad propositum. Et dicit quod similiter est in proposito. Cum dicimus 
‘ omnis homo est animal’ , hie ‘homo’ multiplicatur et confunditur, et ad multitudinem 
hominis sequitur multitudo animalitatum. Sed ilia multitudo non est ab isto predicato 
quod est ‘animal’ sed ab illo animali quod intelligitur in homine. Unde ibi ‘ animal’ 
predicatur et ‘ animal’ intelligitur in subiecto. Et illud quod predicatur non multiplicatur 
sed illud quod intelligitur in homine. Ut patet hie: ‘omne animal rationale mortale est 
animal’ ; hie predicatur ‘ animal’ et illud non multiplicatur, sed illud quod positum est in 
subiecto multiplicatur. Similiter dicit ipse de hoc verbo ‘est’ quod non confunditur 
mobiliter nec inmobiliter. Nam verum est quod ad multitudinem hominis sequitur 
multitudo essentiarum. Sed hoc dixit actor: habebat de se ipsum subiectum, scilicet 
‘homo’ , antequam existeret in oratione. 

Sic igitur est destructa ilia divisio que dicebat quod alia erat confusa mobilitei, alia 
inmobiliter, quia nulla est inmobilis. Nam visum est quod cum dicitur: ‘ omnis homo est 
animal’ , le ‘ animal’ nec le ‘est’ non habebant confusam, ut ipsi ponebant, nec mobilem 
nec inmobilem. Et propter hoc destruit actor quamdam divisionem precedentem et dicit 
hanc, scilicet: alia mobilis, alia inmobilis, et que precedebat hanc. Dicendum quod illarum 
quedam est confusa necessitate signi vel modi, et quedam necessitate rei. Destruit 
modo istam quod nulla est confusa necessitate rei immo omnis confusa est necessitate 
signi. Sicut hie dicit actor, omne animal rationale mortale est animal ’, ibi le 1 animal’ in 
subiecto confunditur virtute signi, similiter hie: ‘omnis homo est animal’ virtute signi 
‘animal’ quod intelligitur in homine confunditur pro tot animalibus quot sunt homines. 
Et propter hoc dicit quod, naturaliter loquendo, tot sunt animalitates quot humanitates. 
Et dicit actor ‘naturaliter loquendo’ , nam logice loquendo eadem est humanitas in omnibus 
sicut idem homo in communi est in omnibus et intellige quod logice loquendo eadem 
est humanitas in omnibus, verum est eadem in specie, sed in numero non est eadem, 
sicut nec Sor nec Plato in numero non sunt idem. Et declarat similiter loquendo (natura¬ 
liter) qualiter non est eadem humanitas in me et in te. Nam sicut anima mea est diversa a 
tua, ita humanitas mea que est per animam meam, est diversa ab humanitate tua. Et ita 
dicit actor: confundendo ‘hominem’ signum universale confundit ‘ animal’ quod intelligitur 
in eo, quod (est) contractum ad hominem. Et sic omnis confusa subpositio est necessitate 
signi. 

( Questiones ) 

(Utrum terminus adiectivus possit subponere > 

Queritur utrum terminus adiectivus possit subponere. Et videtur quod non. Quod habet 
rationem inherendi non habet rationem subponendi. Sed adiectivum significat per modum 
inherendi. Ergo adiectivum non subponit. Item. Regula est in gramatica quod nullum 
adiectivum subponit. Ergo etc. Item. Quod non habet rationem materie, non subponit. 
Sed adiectiva non habent rationem materie. Ergo etc. Probatio minoris. Proprium est 
forme inherere, ut (dicit) Alanus. Sed adiectiva inherent. Ergo habent rationem forme. 
Et sic patet quod non habent rationem materie. Preterea. Que sunt diverse species, non 
habent eandem proprietatem. Sed adiectivum et substantivum sunt opposite species 
nominis. Ergo non communicant eandem proprietatem. Sed substantiva subponunt. 
Ergo adiectiva non subponunt. 


1 multitudo T 



In oppositum tamen arguitur. Subpositio debetur termino. Unde terminus est. Sed 
terminus adiectivus est etiam terminus. Ergo terminus adiectivus poterit subponere. 
Quidam dixerunt de ista questione quod adiectiva non subponunt, sed copulant. Sed ex 
dictis eorum ostenditur eis quod subponat adiectivum. Nam ipsi bene dicunt quod 
subpositio est acceptio termini ab intellects Ergo pro eo subponit terminus pro quo 
accipitur et id quod accipitur ab intellectu subponit. Sed terminus accidentalis accipitur 
ab intellectu pro forma accidentali. Ergo habent concedere 1 quod adiectiva subponant. 
Et hoc est verum. 

Et dicunt quidam quod subponit respectu forme orationis et non respectu intellectus. 
Intelligendum tamen propter argumenta facta in oppositum quod ‘ subpositio ’ multis modis 
2 £ ra dicitur. Uno modo dicitur subponere quod significat inesse 2 | subportantis actum. 
Et sic accipitur a gramatico et non a logico. Et sic manifestum est quod adiectiva non 
possunt subponere. Alio modo dicitur ‘ subpositio ’ idem quod ypotesis, sicut dicitur in 
disputatione: „ego arguam; et subponam unum”, ita quod ibi sumitur ‘ subpositio' pro 
ypotesi. Alio modo dicitur ‘ subpositio ’ acceptio ipsius termini ab intellectu pro aliquo. 
Et sic accipitur a logico. Et sic adiectiva possunt subponere. 

Et per hoc patet solutio ad prima tria argumenta que probant quod adiectivum non possit 
subponere de subpositione gramaticali. Et de ilia bene concedo. Sed ad ultimum dicendum 
quod illud probat quod (adiectivum) aliquo modo non possit subponere quia diverse 
species non habent eandem proprietatem; sed adiectivum et substantivum sunt opposite 
species nominis; ergo non habebunt eandem proprietatem —, dicendum quod opposite 
species non habent eandem proprietatem propriam, sed bene eandem proprietatem com- 
munem possunt habere. Unde homo et asinus habent eandem proprietatem communem 
quod sentiunt. Et subponere est proprietas communis. 


From this treatise, just as from the introductory section of the whole 
commentary (see above, pp. i 30-1 34) it clearly appears that Guillelmus 
Amaldi and Robert Anglicus apparently did not know each other's 
work on the subject. Therefore it is impossible to establish the chrono¬ 
logical order of the commentaries by Robert Anglicus and Guillelmus 
Arnaldi. 

The remaining treatises (De relativist De ampliationibus , De appellatio- 
nibus , De restrictionibus and De distributionibus ) do not need discussing 
here. 

In one of the forthcoming issues of this journal I hope to conclude 
this series of articles on the genuine text of Peter of Spain's Summule 
logicales with a discussion of some anonymous thirteenth century com¬ 
mentaries on the Summule . Besides, some general conclusions will be 
drawn on account of the texts of Peter's work these commentators 
apparently had at their elbows. 


1 Subponere T 
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A Note On The Ddte Of Lambert oj Auxerre's Summule 

A number of resemblances found between the usual text of Peter of Spain’s Summule and 
that of Lambert of Auxerre’s treatise of the same title had frequently raised the question 
of the interdependence of these texts. As is known, Konstant Michalski defended the 
thesis of the large dependence of Peter of Spain upon Lambert of Auxerre 1 . As a matter 
of fact Michalski had to work upon interpolated texts of both works and the textual 
resemblances alluded to by the Polish Mediaevalist disappear for the greater part when 
the authentic texts are considered. Grabmann held the inverse opinion and especially 
pointed to the opening words of Lambert’s work: Ut novi artium auditores plenius 
intelligant ea que in summulis edocentur . . . etc. and saw an allusion to the title of Peter’s 
Summule logicales in these words. 2 However, the original title of Peter’s work was 
Tractatus , not Summule , as was frequently shown in our preceding articles. The question of 
whether or not Lambert was really influenced by Peter’s work seems to be far more 
complicated. It will not be discussed here. 

A different question is that of the chronologic order of Peter’s and Lambert’s works. 
Its solution is important for the problem of intei dependence, even if it is not decisive, 
since priority of one work to the other does not imply the latter’s dependence upon 
the former. 

As to Peter’s work, from the existence of a commentary on it which dates from as 
early as the i 240’s (see our article on Guillelmus Arnaldi) the conclusion must be drawn 
that Peter of Spain cannot have written his Summule logicales (or better: Tractatus) after 
1 240. 

Lambert of Auxerre is commonly supposed to have written his Summule* before 1253. 
As is known, Berhard Geyer found in a Padua manuscript ( Biblioteca Universitaria , 
cod. 647) the following colophon at the end of a copy of Lambert’s Summule‘A 

Expliciunt summule edite in francia a quodam fratre de ordine predicatorum, qui 
vocatur frater lambertus et postea fuit penitentiarius domini pape, sed quando 
composuit fuit magister iegis navarre, qui est sepultus in domo fratrum parisius ad 
sanctum Jacobum. 

Geyer has concluded from this colophon that Lambert most probably wrote his Summule 
in Paris when he was the teacher of Theobald II of Navarra before the latter followed his 
father Theobald I on the throne of Navarra in 125-3. However, Geyer seems to have 
misinterpreted the colophon on several points. As a matter of fact it contains four 
points: 

1 K. Michalski, Les courants philosopbiques a Oxford et a Paris pendant le XlVe si tele, Cracovia 1921, 

P • S- 

2 M. Grabmann, Handschriftliche Forschungen und Funde zu den philosophischen Schriften des Petrus 
Fiispanus , des spateren Papstes Johannes XXI (f 1277) in: Sitzunsgber. der Bayer. Akad. d. Wissensch. 
Phil.-Hist. Abt. 1936, Heft 9, pp. 41-42. 

3 The work consists of eleven chapters: (1) De introductionibus , (2) De predicabilibus , (3) De argumen¬ 
tation sillogistica , (4) De locis dialeticis , (g) De locis sophisticis, (6) De suppositionibus, (7) De appella¬ 
tion, (8) De restriction, (9) De ampliation, (10) De distributionibus , (11) De relatione. Some later 
manuscripts of the work give a tract De predicamentis , but this is certainly an interpolation consist¬ 
ing of the text of Peter of Spain’s tract of the same title together with interspersed comments. 

4 The pages of this fourteenth century manuscript are not numbered. It consists of two parts: 
(1) the text of Peter of Spain’s Summule (pp. 1-98) and (2) Lambert’s Summule (pp. 3-163). The 
colophon is found on p. i63 b at the end, after some blank lines. 
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(i) Lambert edited his Summule in Francia (Parish 
(2} Lambert was afterwards penitentiary of the Pope 

(3) when composing the Summule he was the teacher of the King of Navarra 

(4) he was buried in the Cloister of Saint Jacques in Paris. 

Some observations can be made. First, we are told that Lambert edited his work in Paris, 
not, as Geyer assumed, that he wrote it there. Secondly, he wrote it in behalf of his 
teaching the King of Navarra , not the Count of Champagne , as the Theobalds were called 
before their accession to the Navarra throne, or the Count of Kosnai t as Henry I of Navarra 
(1270-74) was called before his accession. This distinction seems the more important, 
since the author of our colophon appears to have had a sound sense of chronology, as may 
be seen from his distinction between the composition and the edition of the work and 
from his explicit information that Lambert was penitentiary of the Pope after the edition 
of his Summule . Besides, a special point seems to be made of the fact that Lambert had 
been the teacher ol no less a person than a King. 

Theobald I does not seem to deserve our consideration in this respect, since he became 
King of Navarra when he was already in his thirty fourth year (May 7, 1234) 1 and 
therefore is not likely to have been, as a king, a pupil of Lambert’s. Henry I (the Fat) 
of Navarra (December 1270- July 1274) was a younger son of Theobald I, who got a 
daughter in 1271, so that his being a pupil of Lambert’s when he was already king is 
not very plausible either. 

The only person for whom all data fit in extremely well is Theobald II. He must have 
been bom in 1 240 since he is told to have succeeded his father Theobald I after the latter’s 
death (July 1253) under the guardianship of his mother Margaret of Bourbon, when he 
was in his thirteenth year 2 . He married Isabella, who was bom on March 2, 1242 as a 
daughter of King Louis IX of France, before July 21, 12553. He was anointed king in 
1 2£7 when he was seventeen years old. This young king (who was at the time of his 
accession only twelve years of age) is quite likely to have been Lambert’s Royal pupil, 
no doubt at the Court (at Pamplona, or, more likely, at Troyes). 

So we have the following dates for Lambert’s Summule. The work was written at Troyes 
(or Pamplona), not in Paris, between 1253 and 1 257 when the king was anointed and is 
likely to have finished his studies. It was published afterwards in Paris, when Lambert was a 
member of the Dominican Convent there, before he became penitentiary of the Pope. 
Unfortunately we do not know so far which Pope made him his penitentiary. He might 
have been a Pope of French origin, e.g. Urban IV (1261-64; Jacques Pantaleon) or, 
more probably, Innocent V (1276; Peter of Tarentaise O.P.), who had been himself 
a member of the Saint Jacques Convent in Paris from 1255-64 and 1267-69. So the 
composition of Lambert’s Summule may be dated between 1 253-57 (at Troyes orPamplona) 
and its publication between 1 257 and 1 276, most likely about 1 260 (in Paris). No doubt 


1 He was bom some time after his father’s death (on May 24, 1201) at Troyes. 

2 See Nouvelle biographic generale depuis les temps les plus recules jusqu a 1850-60, avec les renseigne- 
ments bibliographiques et 1 ’indication des sources k consulter, publi^e par MM Firmin Didot 
Fibres sous la direction de M. le Dr. Hoefer. Vol. 45 Paris 1866 (reprint Copenhague 1969), 
s.v. Thibaut V. — Ulysse Chevalier’s ne 2250 seems to be a misprint. (U. Chevalier, Repertoire des 
sources historiques du moyen age. Bio-Bibliographie II, (Reprint New York 1969), col. 4452). 

3 For the dates, see Stammtafeln zur Geschichte der Europdischen Staaten (Europaische Stammtafeln). 
II Die auszerdeutschen Staaten von Wilhelm Karl Prinz von Isenburg, Marburg i960, Tafel 42 and 43, 
which, however, wrongly gives 1237 as Theobald’s birth-year. 
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we have the work in the later redaction in which it was edited, as may appear from the 
incipit in which every allusion to the Royal pupil is missing. 1 

1 As far as I know the work is extant in eleven manuscripts: Paris B.N. Lot. 7392 ; 13.966; 13.967; 
16.617; Nouv. Acq. lat. 827; Troyes, Bibl. Municipale cod. 2401; Lamballe (now in Paris, Bibl. 
Nat.), cod. 1 ; Semur, Bibl. Municipale cod. 2; Padua, Bibl. Univ. cod. 647; Erfurt Amplon. Oct. 66 
(wrongly ascribed to Walther Burley), and Prague, Univ. Libr. cod. 893 (with the commentary of 
John of Prague). Besides, the Tracts III, IV and V and parts of the Tracts I, II are found in Monte- 
cassino, Archivio della Badia , cod. 362 VV. - An edition of the work was announced in 1963 by 
Professor Franco Alessio of the University of Milan. (See Bulletin de la Societe Internationale pour 
VEtude de la Philosophie Medievale [S.I.E.P.M.], g (1963), p. 11£; C 36). As he was kind enough to 
inform me (letter of March 18, 1968) the work was printing then. As far a I know it has not yet 
been published. 

To be continued 
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